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I. Sunrulnv

In Docket 5918, RCC Atlantic, lnc., d/b/a Unicel ("R.CC"), was designated as an Eligible

Telecommunications Carrier ("ETC") in 93 exchange areas ("wire centers") comprising all ofthe

area currently sewed by Verizon New England Inc., d/b/a Verizon Vermont ("Verizon-

Vermont"). Here, RCC seeks designation in the areas served by Vermont's Indepordent

Telephone Companies (the 'ITCs"),I thereby extending its designation to cover the entire state.

This Decision finds that RCC satisfies the federal criteria for designation and that

designation is in the public interest and designdes RCC as an ETC, with a single service atea

consisting of all wire centers in Vermont, tbrouglr December 31, 2005, the same date on which

RCC's designation will expire under Docket No. 5918.

This Decision also imposes several conditions on RCC relating to extending service and

defining RCC's responsibilities under a number of existing Public Sewice Board ("Board")

dockets and rules.

II. PRoCEDURALIIISToRY

On March 11,2004, RCC petitioned the Board, pursuant to Section 214(e)(2) ofthe

Telecommunications Act of 1934, as amended (the "Acf),2 and Federal Communications

Commission ("FCC") rules,s asking that the Board designate RCC as an ETC in the areas served

by the ITCs. Along with its petition, RCC filed the direct testimony of Elizabeth L. Kohler and a

supporting memorandum.a

In Docket 5918, the Board has previously designated RCC as an ETC in all areas served

l. Vermont's Indep€ndent Telephole Companies are: Vermotrt Telephone Company, Irrc., d/b/a Vtel; Waitsfiela-

Fayston Telephone Cornpany, Inc., dibla Cham?lair Valley Tel€com and d /a Waitsfi€ld Telecomi Topsham

Telephone Company, Inc.; STE,NE Acquisition Corp. d/b/a Nofihland Telephone Company ofvermont, d/b/a

Fsirpoint New EnglaDd; Ludlow Telephone Company; Northfield Telephone Company; Perkirsvill€ Telephone

Company; Franklin Telephone Company; and Shor€ham Telephone Company, IIrc. (collectively the "ITCs").

2.  47 u.S.c.  $  214(eX2).
3.  47 C.F.R.  $ 54.201.
4. Th€ supporting memomndum is treated herein as an integral pot ofthe petilion.
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by Vermont's sole non-rural carrier, Verizon-Vermont.5 In seeking lrere to s(pand its

designation into the areas served by all of Vermont's rural telephone comPanies,6 RCC

effectively seeks ETC designation for the entire state of Verrnont?

On March l8,2OM, the ITCs filed a motion to intervene, which was granted.s The

Department ofPublic Service (the "Department" or "DPS") also participated.

A status conference was held on April14,2004. John Manhall, Esq. and Suzarne

Monte, Esq. appeared on behalfofRCC. John J. Cotter, Esq. appeared on behalfofthe

Departrnent. Cassandra laRae-Perez, Esq. appeared on behalf of the ITCs. At that conferenoe,

the parties discussed and proposed a schedule for proceeding with the docket.

The Hearing Officer, based upon recornmendations from the partiesjssued a Procedural

Order, on April 21, 20M, establishing a schedule for considemtion of RCC's petition.e The

Order prescribed a di scovery schedulel 0 and directed the filing of direct testimony by the

Department and the ITCs and the filing of rebuttal testimony by RCC.I I That Order also asked

RCC to file a map of its existing and any proposed cell-tower locations on June 1,2004. On

June 15, at the request of the Department, the Hearing Officer issued another Procedural Order

authorizing rebuttal testimony by all parties.l2 A Protective Order for confidential information

was also issued on June 15,2004. A third Procedural Order was issued on July 7, 2004, granting

the motion of R.CC to maintain under seal and treat as confidential an exhibit to the prefiled

testimony of Mr. Douglas Meredith on behalf of the ITCs previously filed under seal in

5. Docket59l8, Ord er of 6/26/03 aed amendedbyOrderotlll14/01. Itl Vermont, this eff€ctively translates into

the sorvice area served by Verizor-Vermotrt.  SeeDocket59l8,Orderofl l /14103atf indingl0.

6. Memo.andum Supporting Application (Supponing Memo) at I -3.

?. See exh, A to Supponing Memo.

8. The ITCS' Motion to lnrerveDe was gianted by Board O.dEr drred,4/ll04. See Docket 6934, Order Opening

Investigation, Granting Intery€otion and Admission, and Notice of Hearing dated 4/1/04 st 2.

9. Order of 4/21/04.

10, As requested by the IT Cs, we note that the ITCS had on e round o f discovery otr RCC. See ITC Comm€nts of

9lt3104 st 4.

I I. The tTCs elccted dot to file any written rebuttal testimony. See letter of7ll4/04 ftom Cassandra LaRae-

Perez, Esq. to Susan M. Hudson, Clerk of the Board.

12. Order of 6/15104.
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discovery.l3

Technical hearings were held on August 2 and3,2004. The parties filed briefs, proposed

findings or proposed decisions on or before August 18,2004. With permission of the llearing

OIfioer, on August 26, 2004, the ITCs filed a reply brief.

A Proposal for Decision was circulated on September 3,20O4, in accordance witJr

3 V.S.A. $ 811 and 30 V.S.A. $ 8. The parties filed written comments, and the Board heard ora-

argument on September 15,2004. At the request ofthe Board, the parties filed supplemental

comments on September 20, 2004.

The case is now ready for decision. The findings and conclusions below are based upon

the proposed decision issued by the Hearing Officer, with adjushnents to reflect tle wriften and

oral comments ofthe parties. A comparison draft showing changes from the Hearing Offtcer's

Proposed Decision is available upon request to the Clerk.

IIr. Lnclr, Srrtnlno

Before a "telecommunications carrier"l4 may receive federal univenal-service support, it

must first be designated as an "Eligible Telecommunications Carrier."l5 The Vermont Public

Service Board has authority under the Telecommunications Act of 199616 1'lhe Act"; to

designate ETCS in Vermont. The Act also prescribes many of the standards for such

certifi cations ("ETC Requirements").1 7

A carrier seeking designation must show that it offers nine services: rzoice grade access to

the public switched network; local usage; dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its equival€nt;

single-party service; access to emergency services; access to operator services; access to

13 - Ofie. of 7 l7 /04 .
l4. "Tel€communications cafier" is defined by 4? C.F.R. $ 54.5.
15 .  47  U.S.C.  5  214(e \ ' ,47  C.F .R.$54.201.
16. 47 U. S,C. g 2l aG)Q\: 41 C.F.R. $ 54.20 l. If a state comm ission does not have authority to designate ET Cs,

theFCCwilfactinitsstead.8.g.,FederalStateJointBoqdonUniversal Serrice, RCC Eoldings,1nc., Wirelirte

Compctition Bureau, Memorendum Opinion and Order, released Nov. 27, 2002, T 12.

17. The standa.ds are found generally in 4? C.F.R. $ 54. | 0l et seq.

page 5
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interexchange service; access to directory assistance; and toll limitation.l S These nine services

must be offered throughout the service area for which the designation is received, either using the

ETC's own facilities or a combination ofits own facilities and resale ofanother carrier's

services.l9 The ETC must also advertise the availability ofthese services and the charges for

those services using media of general distribution.2o

This docket involves areas ofVermont sefled by rural telephone companies.?l In such

cases, the Board cannot designate a competitive telecommunications carrier as an ETC C'CETC')

unless it first finds that designation is "in the public interest."22 This weigbing of likely benefrb

and costs should be a "fact-specific exercise."23 Ifthe Boad gants ETC status, it must also

define a "service area" within which the ETC designation applies.

The Board cannot require, as a prerequisite to designation, that RCC provide service

throughout its entire proposed service area- This would effectively preclude designation ofnew

enhants as ETCS in violation of the intent of Congress.2a The Board can, however, require the

applicant to demonstrate a "capability and commitment" to serve throughout that entire service

area.25 This phrase, which runs through subsequent FCC decisions, requires more than a vague

18 .  47  C .F .R ,  $  54 .101 (s )&  (b ) .

19 .  47  U .S .c .  $  2 l a (e ) (1 ) ; 47  c .F .R .  $54 .201 (d ) .
2A. H.

21. Each ofthe ITCS is considered a "rural telephone company" under the Act.

22- 47 U.S.C. g 2 l4(eX2); a7 C.F,R, $ 54.201(c). The "public interest" statrdard for area6 served by lural

telephone companies is contained in the thi.d senlence of 47 U.S.C. $ 2l a(exz). lt prohibits designation unless the

state commission finds that designation to be in the public interest. The second sentence ofthat same section appli€s

more broadly ao all applications for designation as an additional ETC, and it directs state commissions to grant

designation "consistentwith the public interest, convenience, and necessity." Although both sentetrces apply here,

we consider the two tests idontical for presert purposes. For convenience, the following discussion refers sirrlply to

the "public interest standard."

21. See Federal-Stae Joint Board on Universal Service, l/irginia Cellular, LLC Petition fol Designotion as an

Eligible T' Caftierfor the State of yiryinia, CC Docket No, 95-45, Memorandum and Opinioo

and Order, FCC 03-338 Gel. lan.22, 2004), para. 28 ("Virginia Cellular").

24. Federal State Joint Board on Universal Semice, lfestern Wireless Corpomtion Petition for Preemption of ah

Order ofthe South Dakota Public Utilities Cor mission, Declaratory Ruling, FCC 00-248, rel. 8ll0/OO ("South

Da ko ta P / e e m p t i otr Otd e r" ).
25. See general ly,ITC Reply Briefat 4-5,
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In one recent decision, the FCC said that a "more stringent public interest anal)6is" is

required when considering the desigration of additional ETCs in rural study areas.27 Effectively

reversing precedent, the FCC found that the value of increased corryetition does not by itself

satisfi the public interest test. Instead, the FCC evaluated several additional factors, including:

the impact ofmultiple ETC desiglations on the Universal Service Fund, unique advantages and

disadvantages ofthe applicant's service offering, commitments bythe applicant to the quality of

telephone service to be provided, and the applicant's ability to provide the supported services

throughout the designated area within a reasonable time frame. According to the FCC, an

applicant for ETC status must make a "reasonable demonstration . . . of its capability and

commit nent to provide universal sewice."2t There nust also be some assurance that the CETC

applicant can "satisff its obligation to serve the designated service areas within a reasonable time

ftame."29

The Joint Board has also recommended adopting more rigorous standards for ETC

designations,30 although those recommendations have not yet been acted on by the FCC. One of

the Joint Board's r€commendations is that the FCC:

adopt a guideline encouraging state commissions to require ETC
applicants to demonstrate their capability and commitment to provide
service throughout the designated service area to all customers who make
a reasonable request for service.3l

Specifically, the Joint Board suggests that such a demonstration might include "requiring a

formal build-out plan for areas where facilities are not yet built out at the time the ETC

application is considered. "3 2

26. Id-, pan.24.
21. See Viryinia Celhior, p^rn. 4.

28. Virginia Cellular, par8. l7 (citation omittedxemphasis added).

29- Virginia Cellula/, pars. 4.

30. Federal-Slate Joint Boa/d on Uni!,€/iol Sertice, Recommend€d Decision, FCC 04-J 1 , roleas ed zlLl lO4.

31, Id., para. 23.

32. Id. pata.24.
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RCC is a wireless or "CMRS" carrier.33 Under the Act, state or local governments

generally may not regulate the entry of or the rates charged by CMRS providers.3a States may

regulate other terms and conditions of CMRS, such as customer billing practices and consumer

protection requirements. States may also impose on CMRS providers requiremants related to

universal service, so long as they do not amount to rate or entry regulation.

IV. PosrrloNs oF THE PARTlns

RCC and the Department support designation as an ETC. They claim that RCC provides

the nine required services in the area served by the ITCs, and properly advertise those services,

They also maintain that the public interest would be served by a designation. They prefer that the

Board create one or two "service areas" in which RCC will serve. The Departrnent recommends

numerous conditions to.the designation.

The ITCs oppose designation, claiming that RCC is ineligible because it do€s not meet

FCC standards for E-911 sewice. The ITCS also contend that RCC has failed to prove that

designaion of RCC as an ETC is in the public interest. Finally, if the Board shouH nevertheless

grant designation, the ITCs ask the Board to designate RCC as an ETC separately in nine

separate rual study areas, one for each of the nine ITCs.

V.  CoMPANY BACXcRouNp

Findines

1. RCC provides certain telecommunications services in Vermont, within the meaning of

Section 203(5) of Title 30 ofthe Vermont Statutes Annotated, owns and operates public-service

property in connection therewith within the meaning of Section 201 of Title 3Q and therefore is

subject in certain respects to the Board's jurisdiction. Pet. at fl 1-

2. RCC holds a Certificate of ftblic Good to provide telecommunications services in

Vermont, issued in Docket No.6072. Id.

33. 'CMRST means "commercial mobile service." The 'iR" in the acronym implies "radio," but is not a statutory
term. See 47 U.S.C. $ 153(27).

34. See 47 U.S.C. $ 332(cX3).
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3. RCC is a Mirmesota corporation registered to do business in t}le State of Vermont as a

foreign corporation and operates in Vermont rmder the tradename "Unicel." lg!

4. RCC's regional headquarters are located in Colchester, Vermont. Supporting Memo at

2.

5. RCC is a wholly-owned subsidiary ofRural Cellular Corporation (herein "Rural

Cellular"), which is a publicly-traded company with over 1 1 1,000 telecommunications-service

subscribers that operates (with its affiliates) "commercial mobile radio services" (PCS, cellular,

and paging, collectively referenced as "CMRS"). RCC operates in 14 states. Pet. at n 2; tr.

8/2/04 at 9 (Kohler).

6. RCC is a CMRS provider within the meaning of "mobile service" as defined by Section

153(27) of Title 47, United States Code, and provides telecommunications services as defined in

Section 254(d) thereofand Section 54.703(a) ofthe Code ofFederal Regulations. Pet. attf3;

Supporting Memo at 2.

7. RCC is licensed to serve the entire State of Vermont and provides service in the

Burlinglon, Vermont Cellular Geogrphic Service Area, the Vermont One Rural Sewice Area,

and the Vermont Two Rural Sewice Area. Supporting Memo at 1-2.

8. RCC is a telecommunications carrier as defined by Section 153(44) of Title 47 and

Section 5 I .5 of the Code of Federal Regulations, is a telecommunications carrier for the purpos€s

ofPart 54 ofrhe FCC's rules, and therefore is considered to be a common carrier under the Act.

Supporting Memo at 2.

9. RCC has the financial resoulces and ability to provide quality services throughout the

proposed Service Area; RCC is a publicly-traded company that has invested over $39 million

into Vermont and currently has over I 00,000 lines of service in this state. Supporting M€mo at

2t.

VI. THF NTNE REourREp SERvrcEs

The services supported by the federal Universal Service Fund ('USF") are: (a) voice-

grade access to the public-switched network; (b) local usage; (c) dual-tone, multi-frequency

signaling or its functional equivalent; (d) single-party service or its firnctional equivalent
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(e) access to emergency services; (f) access to operator services; (g) access to interexchange

service; (h) access to directory assistance; and (i) oll limitatiur for qualifuing low-income

consumers.35 Each ofthe nine points is considered separately below.

A. Voice Grade Access to the Public Switched Network

Findings

1 0. RCC provides voice-grade access to the public-switched network through use of its own

facilities and interconnection arrangements with local telephone companies. As required by FCC

rules, this service transmits voice-generated sound waves in the frequency band from 300 to

3,000 Hertz. Supporting Memo at 4; Lackey pf. al7 .

I L In July of2003, the FCC began requiring measurement ofhearing-aid compatibility and

labeling ofcell phones. Frankel reb. pf. at 3.

12. RCC's digital handsets are not hearing aid compatible because their radio emissions

interfere with the operation of many hearing aids. Meredith pf. at I E.

I 3 . The record does not disclose whether RCC informs potential cuslomers with hearing

aids that digital phones are incompatible with many hearing aids or whether RCC has a written

policy on this point. Tr. 8/3/O4 at71 (Frankel).

14. No commercially-available digital receivers on the market today are conpatible with

certain hearing aids. At least one Motorola phone offered by R.CC (the T720) is currently

capable of connecting with a Telecoil hearing aid and is compatible with a "neckloop" that

reduces interference by moving the phone away fiom the hearing aid, thereby improving the

quality. Kohler reb. pf. at 33; Frankel reb. pf. at 4.

15. To give manufacturers of digital equipment time to resolve the issues of headng-aid

compatibility with digital phones, while still affording hearing-impaired persons acoess to

wireless service, the FCC adopted a frve-year transition period from analog to digital. Carrien,

inctuding RCC, that offer digital wireless service are required to make analog service available to

subscribers within their licensed service area until the end of the five-year sunset period, €nding

35.  4?  C.F .R.  $  54 .101(a) .
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on February 18, 2008. Kohler reb. pf. at 34; Frankel reb. pf. at 3; see 47 C.F.R. $ 22.901(b); 47

U.S.C. $ 214(e)(1); tr. 812104 at 128, 138-39 (Kohler).

16. Analog wireless phones are hea:ing-aid compatible and can be used on RCC's network.

RCC plans to support analog service for a foreseeable time into the future. However, analog

service may not be available on some new sites, and may not be available in some parts of

Burlington. New analog telephone handsets are not available, but RCC occasionally can provide

a used analog handset to a customer who needs one. The FCC is making efforts to ensure the

availability of analog handsets until the transition period ends. Kohler reb. pf. at 33-34; Frankel

pf. rebuttal at 2-5 ; tr. 8/2/O4 ar 128, 134-38 (Kohler).

17. RCC has committed here to provide digital receivers to hearing-impaired subscribers as

soon as they become available. Kohler reb. pf. at 33.

Discussion

"Voice grade access" is defined as a "functionality that enables a userof

telecommunications services to transmit voice communications, including signaling the network

that the caller wishes to place a call, and to receive voice communications, including receiving a

signal indicating there is an incoming call." For the purposes of Part 54, bandwidth for voice

grade access should be, at a minimum, 300 to 3,000 Hertz.36

The record shows that RCC provides its customers with voice-grade access to the public

switched network RCC achieves this through use of its own ficilities and through its

interconnections to other carri€rs,

The ITCs contend that RCC does not provide appropriate access to the public switched

network because its digital handsets are not hearing aid compatible. This problan is not unique

to RCC, however, and the record shows that all currently available digital handsets can interfere

with hearing aids.

RCC's analog handsets are hearing aid compatible and RCC complies with FCC

regulations regarding digital handset compatibility with hearing aids. Moreoveq

hearing-impaired service is not, per se, a required servicg although it is relevant to the public

36.  47  C.F .R.  $  5a . l0 l (aX l ) .
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intercst test, disoussed below.

We conclude that RCC should not be denied ETC status in Vermont because ofa failure

of the entire wireless industry to manufacture hearing aid-compaible handsets. Moreover, RCC

has committed to make hearing aid-compatible digital handsets available to its customers as soon

as vendors make them commercially available.3T

B. Local Usage

Findinss

18. RCC offers a wide variety ofrate plans that include some amount ofcalling without

additional or separate charge within the home service area. From the custome/s perspective, the

price of some initial quantity of usage is built-in to the monthly fixed price. Lackey pf. at 7.

19. Ifthe FCC does designate a specific local usage requirernent, RCC has committed to

comply with that requirement. Supporting Memo at 5-6; Lackey pf. at 7-8.

Discussion

"Local usage" is defined as the "amount of minutes ofuse of exchange service, prcscribed

by the Commission, provided free of charge to end users."38 Unforhrnately, this definition is

doubly meaningless. First, although the rule has been in effect since 1998, the FCC has never

actually prescribed a minimum quantity of local usage.3 9 Second, it is difficult to know what the

FCC means by "exchange service," either generall/o or particularly with regard to wireless

communications which ollen do not utilize "local" calling areas as normally understood in

wireline communications.

37. Kohler pf, rebuttal at 34,

38. 4? C.F.R. $ 5a.l0l(ax2).

39. Support ing Memo at 5.

40. The Rule does notdefine th€ term "exchange service." See 47 C.F.R. $ 54.5 (terms and definitions).

"Telephone exchange service" is defined in the Act, however, as "service within a tel€phone exchang€, or within a

co.lnected system oftelephone exchanges within the sam€ exchange area opemted to fumish to subscribers

intercoflmuricating service ofthe characier ordinarily furnished by a single exchange, and which is covered by the

exchange service charge, or (B) comparable service provided through a system ofswitches, transmission equipment,

or other facilities (or combinatio! thereoo by which a subscriber can origi[ate and terminate a

service." See 47 U.S.C. $ 153(47).
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Notwithstanding these problems, we conclude that RCC has made a reasonable

demonstration of its capability and commitment to provide local usage. First, competitive

neutrality supports a finding ofcompliance. The basic exchange service offerings ofmany

incumbent Local Exchange Cartiers ("LECs") in Vermont require a per-minute payment for local

usage ("Local Measured Service"). Some also sell, for an additional charge, optional packages of

local usage minutes. Ifthe incumbent LECS' basic exchange service offerings satisff the local

usage criterion, there is no reason to conclude that RCC's offerings do not.a I

Second, RCC's future intentions are also apparently relevant. The FCC recently found an

applicant's commitment to comply with any future FCC local usage requirements sufficient to

obtain ETC designation.42 RCC has made a similar commitment here.

C. Dual-Tone. Multi-Freouency Signalinq

Findings

20. RCC provides dual-tone, multi-frequency ("DTMF) signaling by using out-of-band,

digital signaling and in-band, multi-frequency ("MF") signaling thar is functionally equivalent to

DTMF signaling. Supporting Memo at 6; Iackey pf. at 8.

Discussion

"Dual tone multi-frequency'' (DTMF) is defined as a "method of signaling that facilitates

the transportation of signaling through the network, shortening call set-up time."al It is

undisputed that RCC satisfies this requirement.

D. Sinele-Partv Service or its Functional Eouivalent

Findings

21. RCC offers single-party service or its functional equivalent. Supporting Memo at 6;

Lackey pf. at 8.

41. See Lackey pf. at 7-8.

42, Yirginia Cellular, pata.20 Qanuary 22,2O0/').

43.  4? c.F.R.  $ 5a. l0 l (ax3) .



Docket 6934 Page 14
RCC Atlantic, Inc.

Discussion

"Single-party service" is defined as "telecommunications service that permits usen to

have exclusive use ofa wireline subscriber loop or access line for each call placed, or, inthe case

of wireless telecommunications carriers, which use spectrum shared among users to provide

service, a dedicated message path for the length ofa user's particular transmission." 47 C.F.R.

g 5a.101(a)(a). It is undisputed that RCC satisfies this requirement.

E. Access to Emersencv Services

Findings

22 . FiCC currently provides 9 I 1 access to emergency services throughout its service

territory. Supporting Memo at 6; Lackey pf. at 8-9.

23. Enhanced 9l I ("E-911") provides locational information to the Public Safety Answering

Points. The local governments in Vermont requested Phase tr E9l I services prior to 2003.

Meredith pf. at | 2.

24. PiCC has deployed E-91I in its network. Today, RCC passes callerlocation data to

Public Safety Answering Points that request it. Kohler reb. pf. at 30.; tr. 8/2/04 at 239 (Wood).

25. RCC has stated a commitment to comply with all E-911 requirements. Supporting

Memo at 6.

26. RCC currently offen analog and a digital 'TDMA" (time division multiplexing) service.

There is very little new development of TDMA services. RCC has decided to migrate to a

"GSM" technolory digital service, which is a 'third goreration" technology. With GSM, RCC

will continue to offer all the current functions ofvoice servicq but also will offer improved data

services, initially with speeds of approximately I 1 5 kilobib per second and ultimately with

speeds of approximately 500 kilobits per second. Kohler reb. pf. at14;n.8/21O4 atl27-28,135

(Kohler).

27. Carriers using digital CDMA (code division multiplexing) technology can offer

consumers handsets that include a Global Positioning System (or "GPS") chip that can locate the

handset within a narrow range. Kohla reb. pf. at 30.

28. No GSM digital technolory device cunently contains a GPS chip. GSM caniers must
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instead use a network solution that "triangulates" a consumer's location in relation to three cell

towers . The accuracy varies depending upon technical factors including the number of towers

deployed near the handset to be located. In rural areas, accurary is limited by the smaller number

of available towers. Vendors offering network-based solutions have not been able to deliver in

rural areas accuracy levels that match utban areas. All carriers using GSM have this same

problem, including Cingular, AT&T Wireless and T-Mobile. Kohler reb. pf. at 30-31.

29. Because it intends to use GSM technology, RCC has chosen a "network-based solution"

for Phase II E-91 I service in Vermont. This service depends upon triangulation fiom multiple

towers. Kohler reb. pf. at 30; Meredith pf. at 14; tr. E/2104 at 127-28 (Kohler).

30. As of May of2003, the FCC required RCC to provide "Phase tr 9l I enhanced service"

to at least "50 percent of [its] coverage area or 50 percent of [its] population." RCC deployed

equipment to meet this requirement. On March 1, 2004, the FCC further required RCC to

provide "Phase II 9l I enhanced service" to " 100 percent of [its] coverage area or 100 percent of

[its] population." RCC does not meet the new 100 percent standard. 47 C.F.R. $ 20.1E(D;

Meredith pf. at 13-15; exhs. ITC-5 at 4,lTC4 at26,lTC-7, ar1.

31. Building more towers would improve triangulation and the accuracy of RCC's network.

In rural areas there is often not enough capacity demand to justifu enough towers to triangulate.

Kohler reb. pf. at3l-32.

32. When determining compliarce with Phase II locational accuracy requirements, the FCC

allows carriers to average their accuracy results across wide areas, Large carriers operating in

urban areas thereby are able to meet dte accuracy requirements on average, even though their

rural areas do not comply. RCC does not operate in large, urban areas, and therefore does not

share in any averaging benefits experienced by larger carriers. Kohler reb. pf. at 30-31.

33. RCC is currently working with Polaris Wireless to improve accuracy in its existing

network. If the Polaris solution does not work, RCC may seek a waiver of the accuracy standards

from the FCC. RCC has not yet sought a waiver from the FCC. Kohler reb. pf. at 3l-32;

Meredith pf. at 14.

34. RCC has been working with the Vermont E-91 I Board since 1996 regarding RCC's E-

911 deployment. Kohler reb. pf. at3l-32.
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35. RCC has an incentive to deploy E-91 I as quickly as it can because it is required to do so

and also because location-based technologies can add value for consumen and carriers both.

Kohler reb. pf. at 33.

36 . If RCC is gmnted ETC status and gains access to high cost support, RCC will be able to

deploy additional infrastructure, including cell sites, that will not only increase RCC's coverage

of emergency services generally, it will improve its ability to meet its federal E-911 obligations.

Kohler pf. rebuttal at 33; Lackey pf. rebuttal at 4.

Discussion

"Access to emergency services" includes, at minimum, access to E9l l 44 Becar.se

Vermont has requested RCC to provide E-911, RCC must also provide access to E-911 services..

"Enhanced 9l l" is defined in the FCC's universal service rules as:

911 service that includes the ability to provide automatic numbering information
(ANI), which enables the PSAP to call back ifthe call is discormected, and
automatic location information (ALI), which permits emergency service providers
to identiry the geographic location ofthe calling party. "Access to emergency
services" includes access to 911 and enhanced 9l I services to the extent the local
government in an etigible carrier's service area has implemented 91 I or enhanced
9l I systems.a5

-The FCC has also imposed accuracy requirements on the ALI infonnation provided by

wireless carriers. In Phase Iofthe FCC'sE-911 implementation schedule, RCC was required to

deliver locational information to a public safety answering point. The location reported

however, was that of the antenna, not the calling customer.46 Thereafter, the FCC established

"Phase II" requirements that require reporting of the location of tlte customer. The accuracy of

that reporting was phased in. The accuracy standards themselves are complex and depend on the

technology chosen by the carrier. Because RCC has selectod a "network-based technolory," the

FCC accuracy standard requires RCC to deliver locational information that is within 100 meters

ofthe customer's location for 67 percent of the time and within 300 meters of the callsrls location

44. "g l l " is defined as a "service that permits a telecommunicatioDs user, by dialing the three-digit code "9l l," to

call emergeflcy services through a Public Service Access Point ("PSAP") operat€d by the local government."

45 .  47  C .F .R .  $  54 .101 (aX5) .

46. 47 C.F.R. $ 20.18(d).
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for 95 percent of the time.a? In what might be called "Phase II-A," RCC was required to meet

specific accuracy standarrds for 50 percent ofits locations or customers. On March 1,2004, in

what might be called "Phase II-B," the FCC extended those same accuracy standards to 100

percent of RCC's locations or custoners.

-RCC does provide locational information for customers. This altows E-911 to function.

But RCC has failed to meet the FCC's accuracy requirements for Phase II-B. The ITCs contend

that RCC should not be designated because it does not meet the FCC's current locational

acouracy standards, although the ITCs do not cite any precedent for denying ETC status on this

ground; i.e., for demonstating that denial ofETC status is the "remedy" for that.

For two reasons, we conclude that meeting the FCC's current accuracy requirement for E-

91 1 is not a necessary part of the "access to emergency serrrices" requirement for ETC

designation. First, no accuracy requirement, Phase II-B or otherwise, is explicitly referenced in

the FCC's universal service regulations. While the ITCs dispute the accuacy of the infonnation

provided by RCC, they do not dispute that RCC does in fact provide the ANI and ALI

information cited in the FCC's universal servi.ce rule. We conclude that providing such

information is enough for ETC designation. If RCC has failed to meet the FCC's specific

requirements for the accuracy ofthat information, the FCC has other enforcement remedies

available.

Ifdirect application ofthe acpuracy standard is not mandatory the question then is

whether one should apply it in a discriminating basis, we think not. We are reluctant to import

the FCC's Phase II-B locational accuracy standards here because they appear biased against

companies, like RCC, that serve predominantly rural areas. As noted above, the accuracy

standards apply to 100 percent of RCC's locations, but the accuracy standards themselves are

further defined as probabilities. Also, averaging is allowed. The effect seems to be that a carrier

can be "100 percent compliant" with Phase tr-B standards even ifup to 33% ofits E-911 calls

cannot be located within 100 meters and ifuD to 5% ofthe calls cannot be located within 300

4?. 47 C.F.R. S 20.r8(h).
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meters.48 RCC asserts, and we accept, that this standard can more easily be achieved using a

network-based technologl in an urban area with a high number ofcell sites per square mile.

Therefore, carriers dlat serve both urban and nral areas would be advanlaged by tle FCC

standards. If so, importing the FCC's Phase II-B standards into ETC cases could raise an

insurmountable permanent barrier to the designation in Vermont of any predominantly rural

wireless carrier that uses network-based technology. Technology-selection (or preclusion) by

govemmental preference is not an attractive policy.

The ITCs argue that the FCC rules in 47 C.FR. Part 20 relating to E-911 accuracy should

be rcad in pari materia lw|rldt the FCC rules in 47 C.F.R. Part 54 relating to universal servioe

because they both relate to Enhanced 91 1.4e While we agree with this general rule of

construction, the ITCs ask us to apply it in an unusually broad context. Rather then try to

understand one word or phrase in a context found elsewhere, the ITCS ask us to deny relief to

RCC under one part of FCC rules adopted by the FCC's Wireline Competition Bueau due to

RCC's failure under another part of FCC rules adopted by the FCC's Wireless

Telecommunications Bureau. We do not believe that the principle of reading documents as a

unified whole require us to go so far. The FCC rules are long and complex. Without more direct

proof, we are reluctant to impute an intent to the FCC tha a violation in one area disqualifies a

company from relief in another area-

Second, we conclude that meeting the FCC's current accuracy requirernent for E-91 I

cannot be a prerequisite for designation because any such policy would create a baxrier to entry.

RCC's only choice is to increase the number of cell sites so that network "triangulation" can be

more accurate. As seen below, howwer, increasing the number of cell sites is the principal

expected benefit of granting E|lC certification. ln other words, the ITCs contend that R.CC

cannot have money to build tov/ers because RCC doesn't 1et have anough towers.5o The Board

will not impose such a "Catch-22" on RCC. It is said that "the best is often the enemy ofthe

good." In this case the independents invite us, in the name ofperfect accuracy, to reduce the pace

48.  47  C.F .R.  $  20 .18(h) .
49. ITC Supplemental Reply Briefof9/20104 at 3.

50. The DPS recognized this conradiction as well. Se€ Lackey rcb. pl at 4,
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of more incremental improvements. We decline to do so.

In Docket 5918 the Board was also concerned with the effect of imposing excessive

burdens as a prerequisite to designation. In that case the Board imposed significant conditions on

the ETC desigrration, but it held that a carrier cannot be required to demonstrate universal signa-

coverage prior to receiving an ETC designation.5l The complaint in both cases is insufficient cell

towers. There we concluded that the absence of a siglal in some areas, a 'hole" in coverage,

could not be a barrier to designation. Ofcourse, in those areas without signal, a customer cannot

receive any of the nine required services. Here, the problem is that while signal is available -

and all the other nine services are available - E-91 I is not of sufficient quality to allow accurate

triangulation.

The difference is only.superficial. We conclude that denying ETC designation.for lack of

sufficient towers to triangulate 9l I callers would oeate the same kind ofbarrier to entry that we

eschewed in Docket 5918, and with even less justification.

The FCC has adopted a similar standard. It has held that a company may be designated

once it has shown a "capability and commitment to provide the nine supported sewices,"52 and it

is not necessary that the services actually be provided eveq,vhere in advance. We are generally

in agreement with this standard. While something more than a vague promise is needed from an

applicant, something less than a deployed ubiquitous network will do.53

Verrnont has made a major commitment to providing higlr quality E-9l lservices

throughout the state. However, E-91I is not the state's only impo(ant telecomnunications goal,

and withholding designation here might convey a message that the Board places E-911 accuracy

before other equally worthy goals. Expanding wireless coverage, for example, not only provides

non-emergency services, but it provides basic 91 1 service in new areas. On the present record,

therefore, we do not wish to suggest that the next cell sites built in Vermont necessarily should

51. Docket 5 9 t 8, Ord€r of I I / l4l03 at 33l, see also, Soulh Dakota Preemption Orde\ note 24 above (requiritrg a

carrier to provide all trine supported serviccs throughout a senice area prior to receiving ETC d€signation would

have the effect ofptohibiting prospective entrants ftom providitrg rervices).

52, See Virginia Cellulor, notg 23 above, at 19 FCC Rcd 1563.

53, RCC here has plausibly asserted the "capability and commitment" mentiotred in the FCC orders. See Kohler

ieb. pf. ar 30-33; tr. 8/2/04 st 239 (Wood).
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be devoted primarily to improving the E-91 I locational accuracy.

The Hearing Officer concluded that RCC met the emergency services requirernent. The

ITCS asserted that the Hearing OIIicer effectively placed the burden ofproof on the ITCs, not

RCC. We agree that RCC could have offered more detailed proof about its E-91I locational

accuracy. However, RCC has met its minimum burden of proof here. It has shown that it

provides the "ALl' locational data required to make E-911 function and that it has deployed

equipment to improve the accuracy ofthe customer location information that is provided to

PSAPs. That is sufficient proof to conclude that RCC has satisfied the FCC's universal service

rules regarding access to emergency services.

The ITCs correctly note that RCC has not filed any data in this proceeding to enable the

Board to make a determination of the extent of RCC's E-911 accuracy in Verrnont. The

Department recommends tlat, as a condition ofETC designation in this proceeding, the Board

require RCC to report on its progress toward, and outlook for, fully implementing Phase II E-91 I

capabilities in Vermont as part ofthe company's annual certification process. We concur.

RCC's plan to resolve the FCC compliance issue is somewhat vague. RCC has only said

that it is working with a vendor and "may'' seek a waiver of the accuracy standards.s4 RCC is in

nominal violation of the FCC rules, and it should clariff this situation. RCC shall seek an FCC

waiver no later than September 1, 2005, if it is not yet otherwise in compliance with FCC rules

by that date.55

In conclusioq RCC has demonstrated its ability and commitment to ofer access to

emergency services in the service area for which it seeks designation ard that designatiolt will, in

fact, assist the company in meeting those obligations.

54, Kohler reb. pf, at 32.

55. We also conclude below that RCC should be designated until Decembe. 31, 2005. At that time, thc Board

can review RCC's progress on clarifyiug the applicability of FCC accuracy stalda.ds,
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F. Access to Ooerator Services

Findings

37. RCC provides customer aocess to operator services; customers reach operator services in

the traditional manner by dialing "0." Supporting Memo at 6; Iackey pf. at 9.

Discussion

"Access to operator services" is defined as "access to any automatic or live assistance to a

consumer to arrange for billing or completion, or both, of a telephone call." 47 C.F.R.

$ 54. 101(aX6). It is undisputed that RCC satisfies this requirement.

G. Access to Interexchange Services

FindinCs

38. RCC provides access to interexchange services through interconnection agreernents with

interexchange carriers. Customers may also "dial around" to reach their interexchange carrier of

choice. Supporting Memo at 6; Lackey pf. at 9J0.

Discussion

"Access to interexchange sewice" is defined as the "use ofthe loop, as well as that

portion ofthe switch that is paid for by the end user, or tle functional equivalent ofthese

network elements in the case ofa wireless carrier, necessary to access an interexchange carrier's

network.u56

RCC provides access to interexchange services through interconnection agreements with

interexchange carriers. These arrangements enable RCC to provide its custom€rs access to

interexchange services. RCC customers may also "dial around" to reach a different

interexchange carrier.

The ITCs ask the Board to require "equal access" as a prerequisite to ETC designation.sT

In other words, the ITCs would have the Board require RCC to allow its customers to

presubscribe to otber interexchange carriers.

56. 47 c.F.R. $ 54.101(aX7).
57. Nishi pf. at 17.
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The Board is preempted from using state authority to mandate that wirel€ss carriers

provide equal access.58 Moreover, while states may force wireless providers to meet

requirements related to universal servicg they may not regulate rates or entry. The FCC has also

held that states may not use ETC proceedings to require a wireless provider to provide equal

access.59

By providing "dial aroundu access to interexchange carriers, RCC meets the explicit

terms of the FCC's rule. The FCC recently considered adding equal access to the list of nine

supported services, a decision that would have made equal access an explicit requirement ofETC

certification. In a "Definitions Order" issued in July of2003, the FCC decided to "make no

decision" at that time.60 Decision or no! the effect was to leave equal access offthe list of

minimum services required for ETC certification. Therefore the Public Service Board is not.

obligated to require equal access as a condition ofETC certificition.

Nevertheless, the Board might want to give notice here that it may impose equal access

obligations in one relatively narrow future scenario. The case concerns a futue where multiple

ETCs serve a local exchange market and an incumbent LEC seeks to "relinquish" its ETC

designation in that market. The Joint Board recommends in that case imposing equal access on

the remaining ETCs.6l

The Joint Board's recommendation addresses a significant issue. Most incumbent LECs

are required to provide equal access. Therefore, in the hypothetical circumstance above,

departwe ofthe incumbent LEC could deprive all customers in an area of"l-plus" equal access

to interexchange carriers. The Joint Board would address this problem with notice. Essentially

58. 47 U.s.C. $ 332(cX8).
59. Petition of the State Independent Alliance and the Independent Telecommu4icatioas Group for a Declaratory

Ruling that the Basic Universal Semice Offering Provided by Weslern Wireless in Konsas i\ Subject to Regulatiorl

as Local Exchange Service, WT Docket No. 00-239, Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 02-164, paras 6,30

(rel.  August 2,2002).

60. See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Serrice, Order and Order on Reconsideratiotr, CC Docket No.

96-45, l8FCCRcd15090, 15104, para.33 (2003) (Definit ions Order). The Joint Board previously had been unable

to reach agreement on whethea equal access should be added to the list of supported selvices and mad€ no

recommendation r€ga.ding this service. /d., para. l.

61. Federal State Joint Board on (Jaieersal Service, CC Dock€t No. 96-45, Recommended Decisioo, FCC 04J-1,

rcI.2121104, p,j^.28. The FCC has not yet acted on this Joitt Board recomm€ndation.
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the Joint Board recommends that the Board here should announce that it might impose equal

access obligations in such a future proceeding.

We decline to take that step b€oause it would not increase the Board's future authority in

any meaningful way. If an incumbent LEC were to seek to withdraw from the V€rmont mar*et,

as hypothesized, its customers would face a variety ofproblems. Very likely the most daunting

would be finding a way to obtain replacement service from a wireless ETC for all or nearly all of

a departing wireline carrier's customers.62 Perhaps for this reason, federal law gives state

commissions the dzry to ensure continued service. The Board "shall require the remaining

eligible telecommunications carrier or carriers to ensure that a// crslomers served by the

relinquishing carri er will continue to be semed."63 This phrase affrrns (and possibly augments)

state authority over the minimum duties or all remaining carriers of last resort. Essential to this

task will be to construe the statutory phrase "continue to b€ served." The Board might thereupon

conclude that continuation of service implies continuation of all essential features of wireline

service, including equal access.

In summary, adding an explicit condition here, as recommended by the Joint Board,

would only claim a right in a future proceeding that already appeas to hav€ been created by

statute. We defer decisions on how ETC relinquishment proeedings should be decided until

such a case is actually filed.

RCC provides access to interexchange services consistent with the requirements for ETC

designation, and no condition is required relating to equal access.

II. Access to Directory Assistance

Findinqs

39. RCC provides directory assistance to customers who dial "411" or "555-1212."

Supporting Memo at 6; Lackey pf. at 10.

62. The problems may be exacerbated by RCC'S plan to rely, iD part, on resale as a means ofoffering service. .tee

finding 52 below. Ifthe underlying wirelile canier seeks to abandod its plant, resale will become impossible.

63. 47 U.S.C. $ 214(€X4) (italics added). The Board also must "require sufficient trotice to permit the purchase

or construction of adequate facilities by any remaining eligible telecommullications c$rier," Id.
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Discussion

"Access to directory assistance" is defined as "access to a service that includes, but is not

limited to, making available to customers, upon request, information contained in directory

listings.'64 It is rurdisputed that RCC satisfies this requirement.

I. Toll Limitation for Oualifyins Low-Income Customers

Findings

40. RCC provides toll limitation by utilizing its toll-blocking capabilities for Lifeline

customers upon designation as an ETC. Supporting Memo at 7; lackey pf. at 10.

Discussion

"Toll blocking" is a service provided by carriers that allows customers to elect not to

allow the completion ofoutgoing toll calls.65 "Toll control" is a more complex service that

would allow a customer to specifu a certain amount of toll usags that may be incured on their

telecommunications channel per month or per billing cycle.66

An ETC can comply with federal requirements by providing toll blocking, so long as it

remains incapable of also providing roll control.6T It is rmdisputed that RCC satisfies this

requirement by providing toll blocking.

VII. LIFELINE AND LINK-UP

Findinss

41. In Docket 5918, RCC was designated as an ETC in Vermont's non-mral service

territory. The Deparhnent and RCC reached ag€ement in that docket conceming

implementation of the Lifeline and Link-Up programs. The approach dweloped in that docket

was approved by the Board and has subsequently been implernented by RCC. If ETC

64.  47  c .F .R.  $  54 .101(a) (8 ) .
65. 47 C.F.R. S 54.400(b).
66. 47 C.F.R. S 54.400(c).
67. 47 C.F.R. $$ 54.101(aX9) and 54.400(d). An ETC thot is capable ofproviding bod! services must provide

both. 47 C.F.R. $ 54.400(d).
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designation is granted in the territory ofthe independent telephone companies, R.CC has

committed to offer Lifeline and Link-Up uniformly throughout its Vermont service territory

under the terms agreed to and ordered in Docket 5918. Supporting Merno at 7; Frankel pf. at 4-

6; t. 813104 at 78 (Frankel).

42. RCC has 85 customers currently participating in the Lifeline progam. Frankel pf. at 4.

43. As an ETC, RCC is subject to the same advertising requirement that the Board has

imposed on other carriers annually in the Vermont Universal Service Fund C'VUSF) rate-setting

docket. All such carriers are required to stuff their bills annually in January or February with

information about Lifeline availability and how eligible customers may apply for Lifeline.

Frankel pf. at 5.

44. RCC is making additional efforts to promote Lifeline and Link-Up. Since RCC was

first designated an ETC in Vermont's non-rural territory, RCC has added advertisements of

Lifeline and Link-Up in retail locations, agent locations, newspaper advertisement and its

website; display posters in stores; and a page for Lifeline and Link-Up on the Unicel website.

Frankel pf. at 5.

45. RCC's promotion of Lifeline and Link-Up generally exceeds that done by Vermont's

incumbent local exchange carriers. Frankel pf. at 4-5.

46. RCC has committed to advertise the availability oflifeline and Link-up benehts

throughout the proposed service area by including mention of such benefits in advertising and by

reaching out to community health, welfare and ernployment offices. Supporting Memo at 7;

Frankel pf. at 4-6.

47. RCC does not offer toll control because toll control is not commercially available. RCC

provides toll blocking for Lifeline Customers. Iackey pf. at 10.

48. RCC has become a full participant in the Lifeline Coordinating Committee, the

interagency group that addresses issues related to Lifeline implementation. Frankel pf, at 4.

Discussion

FCC rules require ETCs to offer Lifeline and Link-Up to their customers and to advertise
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the availability ofthe two prog&rns.6E The evidence ofrecord supports a conclusion that RCC

offers Lifeline and Link-Up to qualiffing customers and advertises their availability in

accordance with FCC requirements.

The Department has recommended that RCC be required, as a condition of its

designation, to firlfill its commitrnents with respect to Lifeline and Link-Up provision and

promotion. We concur.

VIII. OnrrnrNc Sonvrcos Tunoucsout tnr Snnvrcr AntA.

Findi ngs

49 . RCC's signal coverage does not reach significant portions of the geographic territory

served by the ITCs. Lackey pf. d ll-12.

50. RCC has committed to expanding its coverage by constructing facilities in response to

demand and specihc customer requests, and it will attempt to serve all customers with its own

facilities. RCC does not anticipate constructing plant to serve areas where there is no demand for

service. Kohler pf. rebunal at 9.

51. Docket 5918 requires RCC to respond to reasonable requests for service by providing

service to a customer who has a billing address in the service area, at the customer's billing

address or at a different address specified by the customer that represents the customer's home or

work location. RCC recommitted to that condition in this proceeding. Docket 5918 Order of

1ll14l03 at34,38-39,51; Supporting Memo at4,2li Kohler reb. pf. at 9, 22; Frankel pf. at I L

52. Upon designation, RCC will offer service throughout its ETC service area to all

consumers, upon "reasonable request," using either its facilities or a combination offacilities and

resale. Whether a request for service is reasonable can be determine4 in some cases, only after

investigatioo and an attempt to apply lesser means of supplying service. Pet. at 3; Kohler pf. at

3; Supporting Memo at 4-7; Kohler reb. pf. at 9; t.8/2/04 at 44-45 (Kohler).

53. Ifstandard equipment has not worked at a customer's residence or place ofbusiness,

RCC does not cunently have an explicit policy and pmctice ofadvising customers that they rnay

68. 4? C.F.R. $$ 54.405,54.41l; Frankel pf. at4.
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seek an escalation process or otherwise make a "reasonable request for service" beyond standard

equipment. Tr. 812104 at 55-5E (Kohler)

54. When a customer makes a reasonable request for sewice, RCC begins by offering a new

customer the use ofa standard handset that is purchasod by the customer. During a thirtyday

trial period the customer may r€tum the handset for a full refund. If the customer wishes to

pursue service firtheq RCC makes available a variety of options, including external flxed

antennas (including a large "yagi" antenna), more powerful telephones, hands-free car kits, "ell

extenders" and digital boosters; all of these are obtained at the customer's added expense. RCC

also considers adjusting its existing antennas, adding in-building "repeaters" to improve service,

constructing new cell sites, and offering resale of wireline service as possible wayt of complying

with a reasonable request for service. Expansion of RCC'S network is a last resort. Supporting

Memo at 5; Kohler reb. pf. at 22t t.8/2/04 at 4l-52 (Kohler).

55. RCC may consider a request for service unreasonable ifproviding service would require

an expansion of RCC's network An "unreasonable" roquest for service would include the case in

which service to a single customer could be obtained only by constructing an additional cell site.

The t)?ioal cost of such a cell site is approximately S250,000.00. Tr.8/2104 at 4245 (Kohler).

56. Disputes conoerning RCC's individual decisions on whether requests were reasonable

and how RCC responded may be reviewed by the Board on a case-by-case basis and generally in

annual certification or redesignation proceedings. Tr.8/2/04 at4244 (Kohler), 148, lEl

(Lackey).

57. RCC apparently has no current practice or firm plans to advertise to potential customers

that they may make a "reasonable request for service" that might obligate RCC to provide

additional facilities to serve the customer. The record is unclear about how helpful the RCC

sales force actually is at explaining that a potential customer who cannot obtain satisfactory

service using standard equipment has other options available. Tr. 8/2lM at 55-58 (Kohler).

5 8 . If designated, RCC will receive support for all of its oustomers in high-cost areas, ev€n

those who bore the expense ofthis additional equipment. Tr. El2/04 at 49,53 (Kohler).

59. The Department does not currertly rcquire that RCC track or report its responses to

reasonable requests for service. Tr.8/3/O4 at 8l-2 (Frankel).
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60. Incumbent LECs today serve a very high percentage of the fixedlocation residences and

businesses within their territories, their facilities arc actually limited to a small portion ofthe

franchised area, and they impose significant charges for long new line extensions. Tr . 8/2/04 at

3 1 (Kohler); tt. 812104 a|22447 (Wood).

6 I . The ITCs presently are required to file tariffs describing how the frling carrier handles

requests for service. Tr.8/3/O4 at 122 (Nishi).

62. Vermont's E-911 location data layer includes the geogr4hic coordinates of each

household or commercial address, and while it is not a perfect match to locations that have or

may request phone sewice, it should conelate to a high degree. Lackey pf. at 14-15.

63. RCC can compile and periodically update an analysis of the o.tent ofits geogl4hic

coverage using GIS analytic software to overlay RCC's detailed coverage maps on the E-911

location data layer. Using this approach, RCC could calculate the percentage of E-91 I

addresses, by exchange or study area, to which it is capable ofproviding service. Changes from

year to year would serve as an objective indicator of RCC's progress toward universal coverage.

Lackey pf. at 14-15.

64. RCC has committed to provide detailed coverage maps in connection with

recertification proceedings. Kohler reb. pf. at 28.

Discussion

The nine services must be "offered" throughout the service area for which the designation

is received.69 This can be accomplished using the ETC's own facilities or a combination of its

own facilities and resale of another carrier's services.To The issue is whether RCC "offers" its

services sufficiently widely to be eligible for certification as an ETC.

The Board has repeatedly expressed its concem about the limited scope of wireless signal

coverage in Vermont. Expanding that coverage to Vermont's more remote and rural areas is an

important policy objective of this state.

Ultimately a wireless company cannot be said to "offer" universal service to a customer if

69.  47  U.s .c .  $  214(e) ( lXA) ;47  c .F .R.  $54.201(d) .
70. Id.
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the customer cannot receive a signal from that company. Ifthe term "offer" is to have any

meaning, there must be some expectation that the carrier actually can provide the service if the

customer requests it.7l

RCC argues that it is not required to provide ubiquitous coverage without compensatiot\

any more than wireline carriers are so requted. It is true tbat wireline carriers often impose

signihcant charges to extend service. While the current scope of RCC's signal coverago is quite

limited, RCC seeks designation on the promise thaq beginning immediately, it will respond to all

future "reasonable requests for service," even ifthere is not yet signal coverage at the customer's

billing address or other home or work location specified by the customer. RCC contends that it

will respond by offering a variety ofmeasures, including s(temal antenna ki6, 'bell extenders"

or more powerful telephones, adjusting RCC's existing antennas, and constructing new

infrastructure. RCC has committed to expend all high cost support received in an appropriate

manner. We expect that.RCC will spend a significant proportion of such support to expand

coverage, Thus, we shall require RCC to report its receipt and use ofthe funding to the Board on

an annual basis so the Board can determine whether RCC is meeting its obligations. We expect

the first such report, in writing, on or before September l, 20O5, and parly thereafter.

In a recent ETC decision, the FCC described similar commitments, and found them

sufficienl,

In instances where a request is made by a potential customer within [the
competitive ETC applicant'sl licensed service area but outside its existing
network coverage, it will take a number of steps to provide service that
include determining whether: (1) the requesting customer's equipment can
be modified or replaced to provide service; (2) a roof-mounted ant€nna or
other equipment can be deploled to provide sewice; (3) adjustments can
bs made to the nearest cell tower to provide service; (4) there are any other
adjustments that can be made to network or customer facilities to provide
service; (5) it csr offer resold services from another canier's facilities to
provide sewice; and, (6) an additional cell site, cell extender, or repeater
can be employed or can be constructed to provide service.T2

71. Docket 5918, Orderof6126/03 at34.

12. yilgtuia Cellulat, pata.l5. Virgiiia Cellula. also promised to construct several additional cell sites in

sparsely populated areas. d., para. l6
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RCC envisions a hierachy of escalating steps to prcvide service. Customer-paid

enhancements (e.g., higher-powered telephones and better antennas) would come first. If that

fails, then come relatively low-cost options for RCC, such as antenna adjustrnents. Finally, there

is the most expensive option, adding a cell site. In the end, a customer may be told that his or her

request for service is "unrcasonable" because it requires RCC to spend too much money.

The key to RCC's success in serving all of Vermont will be how it implements this

commitment to respond to all "reasonable" requests. It is probably more accurate to say that

RCC is promising to make a "reasonable response" to any request. We agree with the DPS and

RCC that the concept will need to be defined in some measure on a caseby-case basis.

Unfortunately, it is impossible to determine beforehand when R.CC's responses are reasonable.

This increases the importance of clear procedures and adequate stafftraining. Without thern,

RCC's commitment could be deprived of much of its value to the public. Therefore, some

conditions are needed to ensure that RCC responds sensibly to customer requests for further

measures to obtain an adequate signal quality at the customer's billing address or at a difErent

address specified by the customer that rcpresents the customer's home or work locdion. These

conditions are discussed below in part XI .

So long as appropriate conditions are attached, RCC "offers" the nine services throughout

the proposed service area. Therefore, RCC has demonstrated its ability and commitment to offer

access to the public switched network throughout its proposed service area.

IX. ApvERTrsrNG

Findines

65. RCC has an extensive advertising campaign in multiple daily, weekly and monthly print

publications, more than two dozen radio stations, four television stations and Adelphia Cable,

and other advertising. RCC is a competitive carrier, and its level ofadvertising generally

exceeds that which is typical of the ITCs. Frankel pf. at 3-4.

66. RCC has committed to advertise the availability ofeach ofthe supported services

throughout its licensed service area using media of general distribution through methods that may

include newspaper, magazine, direct mailings, public exhibits and displays, bill inserts and
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67. RCC has also committed to advertising the availability of Lifeline and Link-Up beneftts

throughout its service area by including mention ofthe benefits in its advertising and through

reaching out to community health, welfare and employment offices to provide information to

those most likely to qualifu for these benefits. Supporting Memo at 7.

Discussion

FCC rules condition ETC designation on the carrier advertising the availability ofthe

nine services required for designation.T3 It is rndisputed that RCC satisfies this requiement

The Department has recommended that RCC be required, as a condition of its

designation, to fulfill its commitrnents with respect to advertising the availability ofthe nine

checklist services.T4 We concur generally, but think that advertising can be tailored to more

effectively benefi t consumem.

As recommended by the Department, RCC would be obligated to advertise the

availability of the nine services required for designation. While advertising by RCC could

benefit the public, in this configuration, we anticipate little benefit from advertising that

describes the elements in the FCC's rules. There is particularly little value in advertising items,

like tone dialing or connection to the interexchange network, that they are so common they are

simply assumed by most custome$. There is also no apparent benefit from advertising items,

like local usagq that, as seen above, has little meaning in the cellular environment.

Of greater use to the public would be advertising aimed to demonstrate to the public that

RCC, as an ETC, has an obligation to make efforts to provide service in arcas where customers

cannot easily obtain it. In other words, it might benefit the public to leam that RCC is willing to

make extra efforts to provide service in rural areas. Therefore, RCC will be required, as a

condition of its designation, to advertise the commitments it has made with regard to extending

service or otherwise enhancing the customer's ability to receive a signal in areas with weak or

nonexistent coverage. RCC will be required to file a plan for such advertising within 60 days of

73, 47 C.F.R. $ 54.201; Frankel pf at 3.
?4, Frankelpf, at 4.
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X. PusLtc INrenesr

This petition would affect the service areas of nine rural telephone companies. When one

or more such areas are afected, the third sentence of $ 2la@)Q) imposes an affirmative

obligation for factual findings rcgarding the public interest. The public interest test requires a

balancing ofbenefits and costs, and is a fact-specific exercise. For example, in its Viryinia

Cellular decision decided under a parallel statute; the FCC considered the benefits ofincreased

competitive choice, the impact the designation might have on the universal service fund, the

unique advantages and disadvantages of the competitor's service offerirgs, any commitments

made regarding quality oftelephone service, and the competitive ETC's ability to satisry its

obligation to serve the designated area within a reasonable time frame.7s

The following sections consider a number ofpotential benefits and costs from ETC

designation, each of which may affect rhe public interesl

A. Expandinq RCC's Network

Findines

68. If RCC is designated in this docket, RCC will receive approximately $6.3 million in

federal universal service support each year for its Vermont operations. This inoludes $2.3

million resulting from Docket 5918 in which RCC was designated for non-rural service areas. It

also includes an incremental $4.0 million for rural service areas considered in this docket.

Supporting Memo at 12; tr. 812/04 at l0 (Kohler).

69. RCC recognizes an obligation to demonstrate that every dollar of Federal support is

invested to construct, maintain, and upgrade RCC's frcilitic and services in a way that benefits

consumen in Vermont's rurat service areas and to certifu to the Board annually (and subject to

Board review) that it has done so. RCC Brief at 20; Kohler reb. pf. at 8.

70. Access to high oost support will allow RCC to accelerate expansion of its ooverage to

75. Yirginia Cellular, para.28i see also, RCC Bliefat 14.
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areas ofthe state witlout sufficient coverage by allowing it to increase its c@ital investment.

RCC has committed to use all Federal support received in accordance with federal regulations

and to "expand coverage area [sic] in the ETC Service Area." Supporting Memo at 12-131' see

Kohler reb. pf. at 8, 10-11, 28; Lackey pf. at 11-12, 15.

71. RCC has agreed to report its use of federal support and capital-construction spending

annually and to provide detailed coverage maps in connection with its recertification

proceedings. Supporting Memo at 14-15,23; Kohlerreb. pf. at2-3,11,28.

72. RCC has submitted specific planned investments for calendar year 2004, but it has not

finalized construction plans for 2005 or beyond. RCC expects to make these decisions based on

a variety of factors, such as service requests and siting and permitting constraints. RCC is unable

to project exactly where wireless facilities will be added after 2005, in part, due to uncertainty

about permits. Supporting Memo at 12; Kohler pf. at 12; Kohler pf. rebuttal at 8; Lackey pf. at

l3-14; tr. 8/21O4 atTl-2 (Kohler).

73. RCC's construction plan for 2004 includes numerous projects unrelated to expanding

siglal coverage in Verrnont. These include numerous GSM upgrades and seven projects at

locations outside Vermont. Exh. ITC-14.

74. RCC has committed in the first year following designation to build wireless facilities,

including cell sites, in Wallingford,/Danby, Charlotte, Marshfield/Cabot and Frarklin{Highgate,

provided that it receives sufficient support and appropriate land-use and other environmental

approvals. Supporting Memo at 12,21;8.8/2104 d.131-34 (Kohler); see id. at 134 (counsel's

rep.); see also Lackey pf. at 13-14.

75. The mobility of RCC's services provides a significant benefit to consumers, especially

those living in rural areas who must often travel long distances. Many areas where people trave.,

hike, camp, fish or work outdoors have no telephone service. The mobile service also facilitates

emergency services that can help mitigate one of the risks of living in isolated, rural areas.

Supporting Memo at 12,l5; tr. 8/2/04 at 228 (Wood).

76. RCC's customers also benefit from wider local-calling areas, advanced features available

through RCC's network and handsets, advanced messaging services, as well as favorable long

distance calling prices and packages with multiple capabilities, including mobility, sevoal
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customer calling features. RCC is currently deploying GSM-based high-speed data services.

Kohler reb. pf. at 17; Lackey reb. pf. at 9-10.

7'7 . FiCC is in the process of converting its network to GSM, a thirdgeneration technologt

which it hopes to complete by the end of 2004 or begiruring of 2005 . Approximately 46 of

RCC's 65 cell sites have been upgraded to support GSM, in addition to the existing analog and

TDMA platrorms. The new GSM platform will support a data component that will allow RCC

to offer data applications that include around 1 15 kilobits per second ("kbps"). A subsequent

technology upgrade is expected to boost speeds to around 500 kbps. Kohler reb. pf at 13-14,2O;

t.8/2104 at 127-129, 133 (Kohler).

78. Wireless technology offers the hearing-impaired community a variety of services,

including text messaging, e-mail, web and TTY access via wireless phone. These fonns of

communications via cellular technology are especially valuable for deaf and hearing-impaired

individuals because wireless equipment is portable. Nothwithstanding the current limitations on

hearing-aid compatibility for digital service, deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals currently

benefit from wireless-service features including text messaging, email, web and TTY access via a

wireless phone. Frankel reb. pf. at 4-5.

79. Designation of RCC and the associated Lifeline and Link-up benefits will benefit low-

income consumers that otherwise would not have the opportunity to obtain discounted, mobile-

telephone service, Kohler reb. pf. at 18.

80. Expanded signal coverage can have significant benefits during emergencies. During the

1998 ice storm and its resultant extended power and landline-telephone-service outages, " . . .

RCC kept a majority of its cell sites and its switch operational, serv[ing] as the primary line of

commirnications for public-safety personnel. " RCC also donated numerous cell phones to the

National Guard, Red Cross and State Police to ensure that these or.ganizations maintained

communications, RCC has developed a disaster-recovery plan and has placed

wireless-telecommunications freld kits at locations around the state, each containing five wireless

phones activated, fully charged and available for use by emergency personnel. Supporting Memo

at ll-12,22; Kohler reb. pf. at 15-16.

81, Increased cell site deployment, and the associated improvements in signal coverage, will
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improve the accuracy of E-911 locational activities. Kohler reb. pf. at 14-15; lackeyreb. pf. at

4; n. 812/04 at 158-59 (Lackey); f. 8/3/04 at 20 (Wood).

82. To maintain the continuity of its service in the went its main power supply goes down,

RCC provides most cell sites with battery backup that provides between two to three hours of

power. RCC also equips hub cell sites or remote cell sites with additicnal power backup from a

propane or diesel genentor, which extends the power backup to at least 12 hours. RCC

maintains a large diesel generator at its switch location in Colchester, Vermont, that will provide

up to two days of extended power backup before requiring refueling. Supporting Memo at 22.

Discussion

Designation will increase RCC's federal universal service revenues by$4.0 million per

year. This in tum will allow RCC more rapidly to extend its coverage into the nral service

territories covered by this petition and generally throughout the state.76 This prospect weighs

. heavily in favor of the public interest.

Some benefits of expanded wireless service are inherent in the technology. The most

obvious benefit ofnetwork expansion is that it will ailow some citizens who live or work in

remote locations to obtain a first connection to the telephone network. Expanded R.CC service

would provide a great benefit to such customen. Even in areas already sewed by incumbent

LECs, some customers will consider wireless a viable alternative to landline service. For these

customers, RCC can provide a more valuable service than the incumbent provider.?7

Mobility gives wireless communications some unique cqabilities. In rural Vermont,

many areas where people travel, hike, camp, fish or work outdoors have no landline service.

Availability of wireless coverage in these areas will provide an important benefit to consumers,

even if those consumers live and work elsewhere. Wireless service also has great value for

reaching emergency sewices when, as happens frequently in rural areas, the customer finds

himself or herself far from a landline phone. In addition, wireless provides benefits for deaf and

76, The average cost of a new cell site is $250,000.00. See finding 53 above. lf all fte additional support wete

applied to new c€ll sitcs, that would produce approximately l6 new cell sites per year.

77. While the value to individual customers is high, this benefit will bc limited to r€latively few peopl€, because

customers in cxfemely remote areas may find it the hardest to make a "reasonable" request for service.
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hearing impaired customem in the form of portable text services.

Marketing and regulatory decisions also give wireless services some advantages.TS

Wireless companies typically offer a wider range of sewice plans than those available from

landline companies. Wireless plans typically also include a geographically larger local calling

area than is characteristic of landline services. Designation will also allow low-income

Vermont€rs to access the Lifeline program.

Still, other benefits can be expected from RCC's orvn technological and deploynent

decisions. RCC is upgrading its advanced data handling capabilities, and RCC is deploying

high-speed data links using GSM technology. These technology upgrades will offer enhanced

data handling capabilities and more reliable service. RCC also has expended significant capital

so that it can remain funclional in emergencies.

Expanding wireless service into all areas ofrural Vermont is consistent with the goals of

the Act, which seeks to ensure that consumers in rural, insular and high-cost areas:

have access to telecommunications and inforrnation services, including
interexchange services and advanced telecommunications and information
services, that are reasonably comparable to those services provided in urban areas
and are available at rates that arc reasonably comparable to rates charged for
similar services in urban areas.?9

Additional facilities deployment also furthers the Governor's objective of increasing wireless

service coverage along Vermont's high*uy".80

RCC's construction planning for 2005 and beyond is not complete. RCC points out that

detailed construction plans are not required by law.8l They are, however, one means of

demonstrating a commitment to serve, although such plans cannot anticipate customer demand

and thus may not prove accurate. Moreover, construction depends upon support, which depends

on line counts, and those are presently unknown.s2 The DPS agrees that detailed advance

?8. Wi.eless has a different system for intercarrier compensation than wir€ltle carders, and it has a different

functional definition of "local" calling.

7e. 47 U.S.C. $ 2s4(bX3).
80. Lackey pf- at 16.
81. Kohler reb. pi at 9; ree wood reb. pf. at 4145.

82. wood r€b. Di at 42-45.
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construction plans should not be required.83

On balance, RCC's designation will allow for a service expansion that will be of

significant direct value to many Vermont consumers and to the state as a whole.Ea To ensure that

federal funds translate into network expansion however, some conditions will be imposed on the

designation. These are discussed in Section XIII, below.

B. RCC's Service Oualitv Commitments

83. RCC has committed here to reduce call blockage, and accepts the same conditions on

call blockage and coverag€ that it accepted in Docket No.5918. RCC will use, as necessary, a

portion ofFederal support to reduce the frequenry ofblocked calls. RCC will frle a quarterly

report with the Board and the Departrnent tracking its efforts to reduce call blockage and improve

service overall. RCC also notifies its zubscribers annually, and will continue to do so, that its

services do not provide coverage in some areas of the state and that, in areas where coverage is

available, call blockage may occur. Supporting Memo at 13-15, 23; Kohler reb. pf. a123,ll,

18-19,28. See Docket 5918 Order of I l/14l03 at 48-53.

84. RCC has committed here to comply with the Cellular Telecommunications and lnternet

Association Consumer Code for Wireless Service (the 'CTIA Code"). Although it has not yet

filed the paperwork to obtain a certification of compliance with the CTIA Code, RCC believes

that it is in compliance with the CTIA Code. Tr. 8/2/04 at 59-61 (Kohler).

85. The Departrnenl does not monitor compliance with the CTIA code, which is a voluntary

code. If it did monitor compliance, the Department would rely on a combination of RCC's

self-reporting and information received through customer complaints. Tr. 8/3/04 at 79-80

(Frankel).

86. The CTIA Code provides that the wireless carriers should supply customers with a map

of coverage. RCC offers a map to the public thmuglt its website, but the map lacks a zoom

function that would allow customers to perceive coverage detail. The only map RCC cunently

83- Tt. 812/03 at 178, 180 (Lackey).

84. How those funds will be used is considered below in Dart XIIL
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provides to customers does not give customers any meaningful level of detail. R.CC does

currently have a map ofits coverage in greater detail, but it does not ptovide this map to

customers, nor does it post that map at rctail sit€s. Tr.8l2l04 at 59-63 (Kohler).

87. RCC has committed here to comply with the consumer-protection standards established

by the Board in Docket No. 5903 (by its Order of 712/99), but with modifications to adopt the

standards to wireless service. RCC worked with the Deparhnent to establish how the

requirements of the Order in Docket 5903 must be altered to apply to a CMRS carrier, but RCC

has not sought a waiver ofportions of the rules it considers inappropriate to wireless. Tr,812/M

at75,92-95 (Kohler).

88. RCC does not file the service quality reports required of local exchange cariers by

Docket 5903. Those reports include "metrics" that arose from a stipulation between the .

incumbent phone companies and the Depadment. The Department does not expect RCC to file

reports pursuant to Docket 5903. Tr.8/3/O4at72 (Frankel).

89. When the DPS negotiated the standards in Docket 5903, only wireline carriers

participated in the negotiations over the reporting standards. Frankel reb, pf. at 6-7.

90. RCC has committed here to comply with the standards of Board Rules 3.200 and 3.300,

witl respect to the treatment of customer deposits and disconnections, with certain modifications

to adopt the standards to a wireless carrier. Supporting Memo at 13-14,22-23; Kohler reb. pf. at

l8-19, 28; see Frankel pf. at7-9; Frankel reb. pf. at 5-7.

91. RCC has committed to accept each of the preceding consumer-protection standards as

conditions to its designation as an ETC in this docket. Kohler reb. pf. at 18-19,28; Frankel pf. at

7-9.
' 

Discussion

RCC has made numerous quality-related commitments here, some amounting to the

renewal ofpromises made in Docket No. 5918. These commitments enhance t}re public benefit

wherever RCC has a useable signal, and they weigh in favor of RCC's designation.

The Deoartment recommends that these commitments become conditions of RCC's ETC
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designation in order to provide sigrificant incentive for the company to meet these obligations.Ss

We agree.

RCC agrees to reduce call blockage, and it again accepts the conditions on call blockage

and coverage that it accepted in Docket 5918. RCC also agrees to use a portion of Fedaal

support to reduce the frequency ofblocked calls. RCC agreed to file a report with the Board and

the Deparfinent tracking its effo s to reduce call blockagg and imprcve service ovemll. RCC

also notifies its subscribers armually, and will continue to do so, that its services do not provide

coverage in some areas ofthe state and that, in areas where coverage is available, call blockage

may occur. We agree with all of these steps, except that a quarterly call blocking r€port is not

necessary. With so many other things reported annually, this can also be reported annually.

In this docket, RCC makes a commitment to comply with the CTIA Code. It is

noteworthy that RCC complied belatedly with a related requirement from Docket 5918. In the

November, 2003 Order in that docket, the Boaxd noted that the recently adopted CTIA Code

requires that a wireless carrier make a coverage map available to persons seeking sewice.86

Consistent with its earlier notice,87 RCC asserts here that it is in compliance with that code.88

Yet at the date ofhearings, RCC did not offer an adequate coverage map (although it predicted

that it would do so by the end of the week during which technical hearings were held).8e RCC

does not currently provide or post its map at its retail sites, although its web site does have

maps.9o

The Department and RCC agreed in Docket 5918 that RCC would be bound by Docket

5903. They assert here, however, that they had not expected or intended that RCC should be

bound by what are known as the "service quality standards" portion of that Order, or their related

reporting requirements. Rather, tiey assert that it was their intent that only the oonsumer

85.  Lackey  p f ,  a t  17-18 ;  Franke lp f .a t4 ,6 ,8 , l0 -12 .
86. See t!. 8/2,04 at 59 (Kohler).

87. Letter of Suzanne M. Monte to Clerk ofthe Board dated December 12,2003. SeeRCC Comments of 9/10/04

88. Tt.8/2104 ar | 7, 59 (Kohler).

89. Tr. 8/2/04 at 59 (Kohle.).

90. Tr. 8/2/04 at 60 (Kohler).
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protection standards would apply.

The ITCs argue that "RCC understood that it had agreed in Docket 5918 to comply with

all the requirements ofthe Docket 5903 Order."9l They point to numerous instances where RCC

has asserted that it complies with Docket 5903, or with the "service quality" requiranents of

Docket 5903.

_It is not in dispute that RCC agreed to something in Docket 5918 that the padies at the

time referred generally to that obligation as "service quality." What is in dispute is what those

words mean. The disagreement may have semantic roots. In previous dockets, we have used

"service quality" to describe both the broad subject of Docket 5903 (which includes consumer

protections) as well as a narrower set ofreporting requirements (that are independent of

consumer protections). In short, as we have used the terms, "service quality" plus "consumer

protection" equals "sewice quality."

The ITCs offer no direct testimony supporting their conclusion; instead they attempt to

rely on admissions by RCC. The ITCs assert, for example, that "Ms. Kohler stated that RCC's

obligation was subject to certain modifications for wireless carriers, but at no time did Ms.

Kohler indicate that RCC did not anticipate being held to the Retail Service Quality Standards of

Docket 5903."e2 The ITC's Counsel examined witness Kohler in detail on this point. Ms.

Kohler consistently answerod that RCC had agreed to comply only "to the odent that it applies to

wireless carriers."g3 While some of Ms. Kohler's statements could support the ITC's position, the

questions were broad and her answers largely nonresponsive. When read as a whole, the

testimony suggcsts that although RCC believes it is in full compliance with Docket 5903, it has

the right to modifu those standands to reflect the differences between wireless and wireline

service.

We have found nothing in the record that proves the ITCs' assertion. On the contrary, the

record evidence supports RCC. As DPS witness Frankel testified, only wireline carriers

participated in developing the reponing standards, and those standards still have not been

91.  ITC Br ie fo f9 /13n4 $  14 .
92. ITC Reply Briefat 8.
93. Tr. 8 /2/04 ar 7 4.21, 1 5 17, 93 i1, 93 : 1 6, 96: l l
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evaluated for their applicability to the wireless context. The DPS did not consider that the r€tail

service quality portion ofthe Docket 5903 Order would apply to \vireless carriers.

There is no record evidence that RCC or any other wireless carrier ever undertook to

comply.with the wireline-based service quality standards in that Docket. Nor is there any record

evidence that RCC or any other wireless carrier was ever challenged, before now, for failure to

make "service quali!y'' filings that wireline carriers routinely make.

The ITCs argue that the Board said "in three separate places that RCC should be subject

to the "service-quality" or "retail service4uality" standards established in Docket 5903."94 The

ITCs also quote language from Docket 5903 in which the Board stated tlat consumer protection

standards arc zubsumed in service quality.9s This confirms the semantic confusioq but does not

clari! whether RCC was expected to file periodic reports.

Later, in the Docket 5918 Order, the hearing officer said, "[p]ursuant to the Amended

Stipulatiorl RCC will comply with the service quality standards established in Docket 5903, with

clarifications set forth in the following three findings.'ee Each ofthe following frndings deals

with mnsumer protection, rather than service quality.9T

We are not persuaded that this Board or any ofthe parties to Docket 5903 or Docket 5918

ever thought that the service quality rcporting requirernents ofDocket 5903 would apply to

wireless caniers.

We concur with the DPS's and RCC's recommendation. RCC subjected itself to the

broader "service quality" category in Docket 5918, with some qualifications that the parties did

not at the time define. We see no evidence before us to indicate that anyone ever thought that

RCC was subject to the narrower "service quality" periodic reporting requirements.

In conclusion, RCC's service quality commitments weigh in favor of designatio4

although the company's failwe to comply with the CTIA mapping requirement by the date of

94. |d.
95. ITC Biiefof9/13/04 at l4; ITC Supplemental Reply Brief of9/20104 rt8.

96. Page 10, paragraph 38,
97. A similar use ofthe term "s€rvice quality" when lhe contrxt refers to consumer protection occu$ oD page 44,

paragraph 3, and in ordering clause 4c ofthc Docket 5918 final order.
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hearings is a significant offsetting factor. As a condition of ETC designation in this proceeding

RCC should be required to abide by the consumer protection standards embodied in Docket 5903

as appropriately modifred in the Amerded Stipulation in Docket 591 8, but not the service quality

reporting standaxds,

C. Imoroved Services Bv Incumbents

Findings

92. Rural areas historically have trailed urban areas in receiving competitive, local exchange

service and advanced telecommunications services, and in some rural areas no meaningful choice

oflocal exchange carrier exists. Supporting Memo at 16-17.

. 93. If RCC is desigrated and expands its network, some consume$ will choose RCC as

their principal service. Even where a customer uses RCC's service as an ancillary

cofimunications tool, RCC will provide a meaningful choice to subscribers in rernote rural areas,

which often have only one service provider. Pet. at 3; Kohler pf. at 3; Supporting Memo at 16-

17: Lackey pf. at 15.

94. lnvestment by RCC in network facilities in rural areas will increase mmpetition This

could spur competitive responses from other carrien. Service quality and customer service may

improve, new investments in plant may be made, and wider local-calling areas, bundled service

offerings and lower prices overall may be introduced. Supporting Memo at 17; Kohler reb. pf. at

12-13; Lackey pt at 16; tr. 8/3/O4 at 56,59 (Wood).

95, The ITCs have recently sought and obtained a change in Vermont law that will allow

them to offer packages that bundle basic exchange service and interstate or non-regulated

services. Lackey pf. rebuttal at 10.
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Discussion

Promoting competition was the greatest single theme of the 1996 Act.98 The Department

and RCC predict numerous benehts from an increased RCC presence in areas served by the

ITCs. They foresee faster development ofadvanced communications as carriers vie for a

corsumer's business. They also anticipate comp*itive responses in terms ofservice quality,

customer service, local-calling area size, variety ofservice offerings and lower prices overall.

These predictioru are repeated fequently in FCC designation cases.

While these predictions are orthodox, they are also vagug unverifiable and probably

overstated. They do not predict a specific response by particular carriers within a stat€d time

frame. Rather, they assert general benefits that will appeu at an indefinite future time.

Moreover, the prEdicted benefits seem more an assertion of tbe benefits of competition in

general, or in the pas! than a specific prediction ofthe incremental benefits that will be added as

the result of desigrration here. Accordingly, the predictions disregard that the ITCs have already

made changes to make their services more attractive to customers.99 They also disregard that the

ITCs have made extraordinary progress in deploying and marketing advanced services.

If even a small portion ofthe rosy predictions are correct, however, Vermont customers

would receive at least some incremental benefit from induced ITC competitive responses.

Therefore, an increased RCC presence resulting tom designation would generate an incremental

competitive response, and that response would have at least some benefit to consumers in some

portions ofthe ITC's service areas. Because the claims by RCC and the Department are so

general, however, we do not attribute great weight to this factor.

98. The Act d€scribed itselfas "AIr Act to promote competitiol and reduce tegulation in order to secure lower

prices and high-quality services for American telecommullications consumers and encourage the rapid deployment of

Dew telecommunicatiotrs technobgies." See Pub.L. 104-104.

99. For example, they presuppose that it will be RCC that generat€s broader service packages than the

iDcumbents, even though the findi[gs show the incumbents have already sought legislatiotr for this pr€cise purpose.
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D. Revenue Effects on Incumbents

Findines

96. Some consumers may choose RCC as their principal service, as opposed to confining

their use of RCC's service to an ancillary communications tool. Approximately two or three

percent of wireless customers tlpically terminate their landline service, although the percentage

is increasing. Supporting.Memo at 17; t. 812/04 at 123 (Kohler).

97 . Under the current federal support prcgrams, entry of a CETC does not reduce a rural

ILEC's support. In some programs, a decline in the incumbent's line counts or a decline in

customer revenue can cause federal support to increase. Kohler reb. pf at 4; tr. 813/04 al24-27

(Wood).

98. Hypothetically, if50 percent ofan ITC's subscriben were to also subscribe to RCC's

service, keeping their ILEC service, there would be no federal support effects on the ILEC. Tr.

8/3104 at24-26 (Wood); see aiso rd at 119-21 (Nishi).

99. Also hypothetically, if50 percent ofan ITC's subscribers were to subscribe to RCC's

service, and all were to drop wireline ILEC service: (a) the amount ofhigh-cost loop support and

local-switching support received by the ILEC would stay the same; and (b) the amount oflong

Term Support ("LTS") and lnterstate Common Line Support ("ICLS") revenue would increase to

offset a portion ofthe lost customer revenues. Tr.813/04 at 24-26 (Wood); see also id. at ll9-21

(Nishi).

100. A CETC receives high-cost support if it obtains and keeps a higfr-cost-ar€a customer.

Kohler reb. pf. at 5.

101. RCC has no plans to seek state USF support at this time, assuming that high-cost

support were available from this firnd. Kohler reb . pl at 24 .

102. If RCC is designated in this proceeding, that decision, combined with the Board's

previous designation ftom Docket 5918, would produce an ETC designation for the entire state.

RCC therefore is not "cream skimming" Vermont's service areas. Supporting Memo at 16;

Kohler pf. at2; see t.8/2/04 at 15-18 (Kohler).

103. Some very rural areas within Vermont are contained within RCC's existing ETC Service
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Area. Supporting Memo at 161'8.812/04 at 17 (Kohler).

104. RCC's incremental revenue from this docket will be approximately $4.0 million, or

0.105 percent ofthe fund. Supporting Merno at 16; Kohler reb. pf. at 27; tr.8/2/04 at 10,142

(Kohler).

105. Vermont ILECs will receive almost $19 million of federal support in 2004. From 1998

to 2003, universal service support to the nine Independents increased by $7 .2 mlllion, ot 73oh.

Kohler reb. pf. at 6; Lackey reb. pf. at 14,

106. The Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications

Companies ("OPASTCO) estimated that the USF would grow by approximately $2 billion as a

result ofdesignation of wireless carriers as ETCs, however, that estimate was based on the

assumption that all CMRS providers would be designated as CETCs. Nishi pf. atg;tr.8/3/04 at

93-94 (Nishi); Wood reb. pf. at 48.

107. Nationally, greater federal support increases have been produced by policy changes that

benefit rural ILECs than by granting ETC designation to CMRS carriers. Kohler reb. pf at27;

Wood reb. pf. at 5l; tr. 8/3/04 at 6-7 (Wood); see Nishi pf. at 9; tr. 8/3104 at 90 (Nishi).

108. Wireless carriers will pay approximately $2 billion into the federal high-cost fund in

2OO4. Tr.8/3/04 at 9s-96 (Nishi).

Discussion

RCC's designation, and the subsequent expansion ofwireless service, certainly will have

at least some effect on ILEC revenues. We consider below first the effect on customer and

access revenues! then the effect on federal support revenues.

The record shows that a small but growing percent4ge of qlstomers simply drop their

wireline service. Other customers keep both sewices, but decrease their wireline toll usage,

thereby affecting access and interconnection revenues. All ofthis could affect the ITCs

adversely. Even absent other events, tlis could make it more difficult for the ITCs to maintain

service at comparable rates.

Decline in customer and access revenue must be a major concem ofa utility commission

in a rural state, Even using the "forward-looking" assumption of a newly installed efficient

networh the average cost ofproviding telephone service in some areas of Vermont is in excess
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of$100per line per month.l00 Itis often said that competition drives out implicit subsidies. If

so, the rates in tlese rural areas are headed upwards, and the arrival of wireless could be a

significant contributing frctor. If a substantial number of customers adopt wireless service as a

substitute, the number of remaining wireline customers could in some cases be too small to

maintain service without either very high rates or very large explicit subaidies.l0l This could

accelerate the need for an explicit state universal service program. Vermont has not yet

perceived a need for a state universal service firnd, even though ten years ago the legislature

anticipated such a fund might be needed soon.l02

Granting RCC's petition here could also affect the ITCs' federal universal service suppod.

The facts were explored in detail at technical hearings, and they led to unexpectedly sanguine

conclusions. An ITC's federal srpport would not decline merely because RCC would sell

wireless service to an ITC customer. Moreover, ev€n if that customer then ceases subscribing to

wireline service, some kinds of federal suppmt remain invariant and other kinds actually increase

to replace some of the lost customer revenues. In short, the immediate effects of increased

competition are either null or, in a '\rorst case," increase ITC supporl

The ITCs foresee harm through systemic change. They suggest that designatirg RCC

here wolld increase the risk of catastrophic future failure ofuniversal service support programs

or, at the very minimurn, significant changes to federal rules about how support is calculat€d.

The ITCs certainly have good reason to worry about the overall health of the universal

service system; they rely heavily upon it. But if the federal universal service progran is

threatened by its own size, there are many possible culprits. Support paid to wireless carrien

100. Thes€ cost estimates were produced for rural exchange oreas served by Verizon. Exchange ar€as served by

thc ITC5 are similar in matry ways.

l0l. The DPS argued in its comments on the Proposed Decision that the Ind€pend€nts have the ability to respond

to wireless competition by offering "packages" that bundle basic exchange service and interstate or non{egulated

services. This is true, and it may aher the number of custome$ who would leave the wireline nehvork or usc

wireless as a cheaper alternative. The argument, however, relates only to the speed ofa transition, trot to its ultimate

effects; it do€s not address ihe uoderlying problem of supporting a wireline seryice with fewe. r€maitring custom€rs

atrd less usage.

102. See 30 V.S.A. $ 715(0) (L€gislature intend s that state firnd be used as a means of 'keeping b&sic

telecommunications service affordable in all parts ofthis state.")
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certainly has grown dramatically, but schools and libraries also have drawn heavily from the

federal funds for many years. Moreover, the FCC has significantly expanded the size ofthe

federal fund by using universal service as a mechanism to finance interstate access reform, such

as through the creation ofthe "Interstate Access Support" and "Interstate Common Lines

Support" ("ICLS") programs. Additionally, as RCC showed, rural incumbent carriers have been

able to substantially increase their own draw on the fund, partly as a result of 2001 reforms to

existing programs and padly through the addition of the costly new ICLS program.

There is no evidence that the federal universal service fund faces imminent failure.

Moreover, the designation of RCC in Vermont will h ave a de minimis effect on that national

firnd. RCC's designation will increase the federal universal service firnd by slightly more than

one tentl of a percent. This in itself is highly unlikely to alter the future course of the national

fund.

The ITC's best argument is that the fund may be in jeopardy if Yermont and other states

designate too many wireless carrien. In that event, the FCC may be tempted to make some

changes to funding rules. The ITCs are correct that there is widespread concern about the size of

the federal universal service fund. But changes to the funding rules are still speculative at this

time.

Even assuming a decision to reduce the total amount of federal support, it is far from

clear that the reductions would be felt by the ITC community. For example, the FCC faces

strong Conglessional concems about changes to ILEC support, and even the Joint Board's re€ent

recommendations included statements that rural companies be held harmless from support

reductions. I o 3

Finally, even ifsubsequent changes to federal law were to cause problems for the

ITCs,lo4 the Board may still have remedies. For example, it is possible that the FCC might

adopt cerlain measures that disadvantage incumbent LECs after a second ETC has been

designated in their areas. Even then, there is a possibility that the Board could "vacate" the

103. wood reb. pf. at 29-30.
104. ODe such scenario would be the adoption of a a primary line cap upo[ designation of a second ETC in a

service arca without any hold harmless support. See tr. 8/3/04 at I l9-l2l (Nishi).
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For these reasons we conclude that the possibility ofa future change to federal universal

service support rules is too speculative to be considered here in the public interest weighing test.

These national issues are best addressed by the FCC and the Federal State Joint Board on

Universal service.

In conclusion, designation of RCC seems likely to make it more difficult for the ITCS to

continue to provide service without relying on rate increases or enactment ofa state universal

service fund. This is likely to arise primarily due to erosion of customer and access revenue, not

federal support. Thus the financial effects on the ITCS counts as a negative factor in evaluating

the overall public interesL

E. Secondary Economic Benefits

Findinss

109. Designation and the resultant investment will cause RCC to spend money locally to

construct the additional facilities and to maintain its network. Those expenditrnes will generate

employment, income, tax receipts, and an increased property tax base, all of which will promote

the general welfare of Vermont's economy. Lackey pf. at 16.

110. Additional wireless deployment will also provide an economic-dwelopment benefit

because the quality of telecommunications networks is a critical factor for businesses deciding

whether to locate or remain in a rural area. Business and community leaders, as well as ski and

golfresorts, often say that they need high-quality networks to permit contractors, farmers and

other businesses that rely on mobile communications to conduct their businesses efficiently.

Kohlei reb. pf. at 16.

Discussion

The record shows that federal support received byRCC and spent in the local community

will have some flow-through effects. Although the chain of causation is long, designating RCC

will lead to increased spending in Vermont, and that will have some beneficial economic effects

105. Tr. 8/3/04 at l7l-172 (Meredith).
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F. Public Interest

Designation of RCC in the service tenitories of Vermont's ITCs would serve the public

interest. The benefits that will flow from such a designation are in excess ofany harm that may

be caused.

nssuming that RCC honors its commitments, the chief benefit is the availability of

additional federal support to expand wireless coverage. This is augmented by RCC's service

quality commitrnents and by secondary economic benefits from the associated capital investnent.

Some beneficial effect on the incumbents' service quality may also occur as a competitive

response.

The chief foreseeable harm is a decline in customer revenues for the ILECs, who stand to

lose some lines and some network usage. Surprisingly, federal support will not decline (unless

there tre significant changes in federal policy). To the contrary federal support programs will

partially offsa customer rgvenue teductions.

The likely long-term financial effects on the ITCs counts as a significant negative factor.

However, we agree with RCC's witness Don Wood who counseled that it is probably better in the

short term to increase federal support, thereby making wireless service more available to rural

subscribers. In the long-run, this Board (and the FCC) may face more difficult issues of whether

it is feasible to continue using univemal service payments as a principal tool for supporting two

or more carrien.l06 At that time, the Board may not be able to retum the state precisely to the

status quo ante,but it will still have tools to ensure that rural areas retain telephone service at

reasonable rates.

The ITC's raise an additional argument regarding competitive equalib..lo7 They maintain

that RCC seeks competitive equality in support, but the two kinds of service providers have

numerous fundamental differences. These differences affect which companies are rate-regulated,

106. Wood.eb. pf. at 53-57.
107 . See, e.g.,ITCS Brief at l8,
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which companies have meaningful carrier-of-last-resort responsibilities, and which companies

have equal acoess responsibilities' These differences are real, and they are financially significant;

but they are not relevant. Essentially, the ITCs argue that it is against the public interest to give

equal support to RCC because RCC does not share all ofthe ITCs' burdens. This argument

while emotionally appealing, has no legal merit.

Overall,designating RCC as an ETC is consistent with the public interest. We reach this

conclusion assuming that the Board will impose the conditions described in Appendix A, hereto.

M

A competitive ETC (or "CETC")'s ETC Sewice Area is the area defined by a state

commission.l0E If the Board grants designation to RCC, it could establish one, two, or ten

service areas.

The ITCs propose ten sewice areas, one new area for each ofthe nine ITCs. The ITC's

argue that federal support funds generated in a rural ITC's study area should, more or less, be

used in that study areq and not elsewhere.l09 With ten service areas, the ITCs argue that the

Board can ensure that federal "support fiom one area is rationally related to [ensure] a benefit to

the customers on which that support is based.nl l0 Also, the ITCs argue tlnt a "fact-spocihc"

analysis requires consideration of each ITC snrdy area separately.l I I In the end, the ITCs argue

that 'the plain meaning of the applicable federal statute and federal regulations conceming the

definition of service areas sewed by rural telephone companies" requires a single service area.l | 2

The DPS is willing to accept either one or two sewice areas. RCC would prefer a single

service area.l I 3

-We establish a single service area. While the ITCs raise lesitimate issues about the need

108. 47 C,F.R. $ 54.201(a). ltl areas s€rved by rwal telephone companies, lhe local-exchang€ car.i€r's "seNice
area" is its study area unless and until the FCC and the states establish a different definition of scrvice atee, taking
into account the recommendations ofthe Federal-State Joint Board on Universal S€rvice. 4? C.F.R. $ 54.207(b).

109. Tr.8/3/04 at 124 (Nishi); RCC Briefat 21.
I10 .  ITC Br ie fa t  22 .
tlt. Id.
I12 .  ITC Comm€r ts  o f  9 /13104 a t2 l -22 .

l l3. RCC Briefat4S; Kohlerpf. at2;tr.8l2n4 15-18, 13 1 (Kohler).
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for uniform deployment of wireless facilities into rural areas, their proposed solution is not

required by the law, and it overlooks numerous technological, economic and administrative

diffrculties.

The ITCs argue that the federal statute supports their view. Federal law defines "service

area" to mean:

a geographic area established by a State commission (or the Commission under
paragraph (6)) for the purpose of determining universal service obligations and

' 
support mechanisms. [n the case ofan area served by a rural telephone company,
"service area" mcans such compo.ny's "study area" tunless and until the
Commission and the States, after taking into account recommendations of a
Federal-State Joint Board instituted under section 410(c) of this title, establish a
different defmition ofservice area for such company.l 14

The ITCs argue that the italicized language, relating to rural telephone companies, requires that

RCC's service area be coterminous with the ITC's own "study areas."

The ITCs correctly identifu the relevant statutory and regulatory sections in their analysis,

but they have failed to properly interpret that lanCuage. A service area is a geographic area that is

established by a state commission for the purpose of determining universal service support md

obligations.l 15 As a general rule, the Board has broad discretion to define a service area for any

carrier seeking ETC designation, including both incumbent and competitive carriers.

The ITCs' argument focuses on the exception to this general rule, italicized above. We

conclude that the exception applies only when a rural telephone company seeks ETC designation

for itself. Congress may have had reasons to prevent state commissions from breaking up or

aggregating existing rural ILEC "study areas," which traditionally were the units for which

universal service support was paid. We see no reason to believe, however, that this language

applies to a competitive ETC. On the contrary, a CETC like R.CC doesn't even have a "study

area" becawe it isn't an incumbent and has never received support that traditionally was tied to

study areas. Therefore, we conclude that the italicized language above clen;rJ.y does not apply to a

case, such as this one, where a competitive carrier seeks ETC designation. Therefore the general

I14. 47 U.S.C. $ 214(e)(5) (cmphasis added).
115.  -47  U.S.C.  $  214(e)5)  and 47  C.F .R.  $  54 .207(a) .



Docker 6934 page 52
RCC Atlantic, I.rc.

rule applies, and this Board has broad discretion to assigr a service area.

The ITC's arguments also create numerous policy diffrculties. The effect of the ITC's

recommendation is that where support is based upon facts measured at a certain place, support

must also be spent in that place.l 16 We reject this argument. Corryress might have done this if

federal suppod were rcltally collected from customers in the ITC areas where it is distributed.

Support, however, is collected nationally fiom all industry sectors, including the wheless

industry.

Technologically, the ITCs recommendation would produce wasteful expenditures,

because it fails to recognize that wireless networks serve at a distance. Plant located outside an

ITC's existing service area can still provide service wit}in that area, and vice-versa.llT The point

is particularly significant in Vermont because some ofthe ITCs serve only a single exchange area

or "wire center" that only is a few miles acloss. For this reason, ten service aeas, each with their

own accounting, could produce substantial duplication offacilities and ultimately an ineffrcient

wireless network.l l8

Nor would ten service areas make economic sense. Wire center boundaries were defined

long ago based on two things: the technical limits of wireline technology and the economics of

wireline technology. Neither factor today has much bearing on where wireless investments are

needed in Vermont. As RCC's witness Kohler put it, wire center boundaries "don't have any

meaning in [the wireless] business.ul 19 Moreovel if there were ten service areas, RCC could not

invest any support in a high-cost area where it had no customers, because tlere would be no

support generated in that area.

Ten study areas would be likely to hamper timely and effective investment. Fed€ral

support would build up in ten separate bank accounts, and could not be transf€rred betwe€n

116. RCC'S support for a customer will depend on the locstion where that customet is billed and on the avc.age

characteristics ofthe incumbent telephone company at that location. A customer in a high-cost ILEC area will

produce more support for RCC than a customel in a low-cost ILEC alea.

ll7, See tt,8/2/04 at 19 (Kohler) (radio service "does not unde.stand wireline boundaries, and so oftentimes the

best cell site to serve Topsham community is not necessarily in Topsham.").

l l8. See, e.g. rr.813/04 at l l5- l t6 (Nist i) .

l l9. Tt.812/04 ̂ t  l6 (Kohler).
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accounts to meet more pressing needs elsewhere. One area could get a new cell site only when

its capital reserve grew sufficiently, possibly a matter of years or even docades. In the int€rim,

large amounts ofsupport would be left unused, providing no benefit to the state. Under the best

of circumstances this would delay construction in many areas. At worst, some areas might never

get sewice if they generate little federal support.l2o We conclude that a single service area will

more promptly result in meeting the needs of the state as a whole.

Establishing ten service areas would essentially create significant administrative burdens.

It would require RCC to keep ten sets of accounts on universal service revenue and capital

expenditures. This would obviously be a significant burden, but in the end accuracy may be

unattainable, regardless ofthe effort expended. Many ofRCC's facilities, such as backhaul

facilities and switches, are network facilities and are not properly attributable to one cell site,

much less to one wireline exchange.

It is a closer question whether the Board should establish one or two service areas, one for

Verizon and the other for the ITCs taken as a whole. This would create some assurance that ITC

areas receive, at least roughly, a share ofRCC's investment for network expansion. However,

even this choice presents some problems. It suggests, inaccurately, that facilities built in

Verizon's territory serve only customers with addresses in Verizon's territory and vice-versa.

The harm is less than with ten service areas, but they have the same nature. Moreover, since

there is more money per capita available in the ITC areas, it would produce a wireless network

that favon the areas served by the ITCs. We see no valid public policy reason to do this.

We are also persuaded by the transactional nature of RCC's duties to prospective

customes. The ITCs' suggestions are motivated by a laudable desire to get deployment of cell

sites into rural areas. But RCC is committed here to - and its continued designation depends

upon - effectively responding to reasonable consumer requests for service. A single service rea

120. In rheir Reply Brief filed on 9/13/04, the ITCS asserted that support could be "allocating the costs ofthat cell

site proportionately among the rural service areas in accordance with the respective benefit that each area would

receive." Briefof 9/11/04 at23. However, this is only a partial response because it assumes that Vermont ITC study

areas are adjacent and will share a beDefit from a single facility. This is only true in limitcd cases. Mote commo!

would be a $ituation, which lh€ ITCs apparently abhor, in which the benefit of a new ficility would be shared

between an ITC study area and thc area served by Vcrizon Velmont.
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would be coteminous with its FCC license boundaries, allowing RCC to think about its service

to the state as a single entity. This should produce a more reliable system for ensuring that rural

customen who want cell phones will be able to get them.

We conclude as a matter of policy that a single service area is the best approrh. Its

greatest advantage is that it provides RCC with great flexibility in plaruring to meet the needs of

the state as a whole and to make capital available for areas with the greatest need.

XII. DuRArroN oF DEsrcNATroN

In Docket No. 5918, the Board desigrated RCC as an ETC for areas served by Verizon,

which is Vermont's only nonrural incumbent carrier. That designation expires on December 3 I ,

2005. At that time, the Board will consider whether to extend the designation, and it will have a

chance to evaluate RCC's progress in meeting the conditions imposed in the 5918 Order.

The conditions recommended here are broadly similar to those imposed in Docket 5918.

This suggests coincident expiration of the two ETC designations. Given that wildcss servico hns

little regard for wireline exchange area boundaries, a single proceeding would be more efficiott

for the Board and would also allow RCC to focus its efforts on a single, effective system, rather

than two similar subsystems.

Designation for a fixed duration will require a proceeding in 205 if designation is to

continue. This will have several benefits. It will allow the Board to test R.CC's actions to meet

the many commitments it has made here. It will allow the Board to determine the degree to

which designation has produced the benefits anticipated in the preceding public interest anallsis.

In conjunction with data that should be available at that time on actual signal coverage, a 2005

review will allow the Board to detennine whether continued designation of the entire stat€ is

justified.

The ITCs also point out that there are significant uncertainties in federai law at this time.

The Joint Board has suggested a number of fundamental changes to the ETC designation process,
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and the FCC may be considering other changes tha would limit support to the ITCs.l2l The

ITCs maintain that this should cause the Board to delay a decision here. While we disagree with

that recommendation, the ITCs have identified some potential dsks that can be minimized by

granting designation for a relatively short period. The FCC is expected to clarify at least some of

these issues by February of2005.122 Before the fust desigrration expires, the FCC may have

removed some of the present uncertainties.

Accordingly, the designation of RCC as an ETC in service areas served by ITCs will

expire on December 3 1, 2005, at the sarne time as RCC's exisiting designation under Docket

5918. RCC does not object.l23

. XIII. Cororrroxs Arrncrrr*c Snnvtcn Covnnlcn

Findines

111. If dre Board failed in a given year to make a certification ofan ETC for continued

support, the ETC could still self-certi$ and would continue to receive ICLS support. This is true

of incumbent caniers, who receive ICLS support based on their own costs, and competitive

carrien, whose suppod is equal on a per-line basis to the local incumbent. Tr. 8/3/04 at 149

(Meredith).

I 12. ICLS support accounts for approximately 5002, or pproximately two million dollars, of

the 2005 Federal support RCC is expected to receive. Tr. 813104 at 149 (Meredith).

Discussion

This section proposes some conditions to be imposed on R.CC. These conditions are

related to the current legal consequences ofdesignation, some of which may not be revocable.

They also are related to the impoftance of RCC's cornmitments to orpand the wireless network in

the state,

Once RCC is "designated" as an ETC, FCC rules do not provide for withdrawal ofETC

l2l. For example, the ITCS point to the "possibility ofper-line caps, primary line restrictions and other

mechanisms designed to curb the growth ofthe Universal Service Fund."

122. Nishi pl at 5.

123 .  RCC Br i e fa t  37 .
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designation. However, all parties agreed that the Board can revoke RCC's designation for

non-compiiance.l24

States must "certif" each ETC annually in order for that ETC to receive support. The

ITCs point out that there are significant differences between a state commission's failure to grant

annual "certification" and the original absence of an ETC "designation." One difference regards

ICLS support, which is intended to cover costs that are separated to the interstatejurisdiction.

Because designated ETCs are pennitted to "self-certify'' for ICIS, benefits are paid even to an

ETC that has not received state certification In RCC's case, this will amount to approximat€ly

half of its expected support. Accordingly, the ITCs argue that the Board should not place undue

reliance on annual certifications as a means of ensuring that RCC meets its commitrnents herc.

We agree with the ITCs' conclusioq but we also conclude that the risk can be managed by

imposing meaningful conditions that reduce the future risk of decertification.

As noted in Section X above, the principal benefit ofdesignation is the prospect of

expanded cell telephone usage in Vermont. But to delivo on this promise, RCC must do some

things right.

First, it must apply federal support to the promised purposes, and it must not use that

money for competing goals such as the GSM upgrade projectl2s and the need to improve E-91 I

locational abilities.126 ,There is signifrcant unc€rtainty in RCC's construction plans, beginning in

January of2005.12? While more detailed plans may not be required or even practicablg their

absence leaves RCC's future use of federal support somewhat undefined. Moreover, although

RCC will receive an additional $4 million per year: as a result of designation,l2E it has

124. E.g., fi. 812/04 at 126-27 , l4l (Kohler), 198-99 (Lackey): tr. 8/3/04 at l5- 16 (Wood), 152 (M eredith). It is

also possible that the Board could "vacatc" its original Ordcr, making it retroactively void, although the existence of

that authority and its effects are in dispute. Meredirh pf. at 8. Evcn if retroactive vacatiotr is possible, irs effect is

unclear. The ITCS assert that if the original d€signation were vacated, RCC would have to repay all universal service

support received to date. This, they assert, would make vacation of ihe order very unlikely. ITC Briefof9llf/04 tt

24-25.

125. See f indirg 71, above.

126. See firditrg 30, above.

127. See findings 70-?5, abov€.

128. See finding 66, above.
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conditionally committed to build only four more cell sites. The approximate cost ofthose fow

sites should be approximately $l million,l29 or about one-fourth of RCC's expected incrernental

federal support revenue.

In addition, discussed above, RCC must develop appropriate sales procedures and

training for dealing with customer service requests. Without that, customers may simply be

tumed away whenever serving thern might be somewhat inconvenient or expensive for RCC.

All of this suggests the need for some conditions that will ensure continuing actual

improvement in RCC's effective coverage ofits service area. We impose several conditions.

First, the Department has recommended that RCC be required to inform customers at the

time of sale that they can ask for service extending measures if they have a weak signal.l30 We

concur. The record is unclear about how helpful the RCC sales force actually is at explaining

that a potential customer who cannot obtain satisfactory service using standard equipment has

other options available. t 3l While RCC made a similar commitment in Docket 5918, RCC does

not seem to have yet adopted a clear policy for its retail employees, and there apparently has been

little or no training. Strong policies and practice are essential if RCC is actually to offer

customers something more than a take-it-or-leave-it approach to standard equipment service.

Second, we agree with the Departm€nt that RCC should continue to file annual reports,

originally required in Docket 5918,132 describing federal support amounts and capital

construction spending ("Support and Construction Reports"). These reports, due on or before

September l, facilitate annual certifications required each year on or before October I under

Section 254(e) ofthe Act, that RCC will use federal support "only for the provision,

maintenance, and upgrading of facilities and services for which the support is intended. trI3 3

Absent detailed advance plaruring, the Support and Construction Repod is also the chief

129. The average cost ofa new cell site is $250,000.00. See firding 53, above.

130. DPS Brief at 13.
l3l. See finding 55, above.
132. Docket No. 5918, Order of I 1/14/03 at 52.
133. See 47 U,S.C. $ 254(e);47 C.F.R, $ 54.313. Under Docket 6530, the lTCs are required to fi le two repotts

pgr year, but that is a consequence ofthe fact that these compa[ies are rate regulated in two jurisdictiotrs 8nd are

subj ect to cost separations.
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vehicle to ensure that RCC will indeed expand the geographic scope of its service rather than

using support designed for high-cost areas to enhance services in more densely populated areas.

Without this report, RCC might be be tempted to apply its new federal support to other uses

uffelated to the public interest analysis above. RCC recognizes an obligation to demonstrate that

every dollar of Federal support is "invested to construct, maintain, and upgrade RCC's facilities."

Yet RCC is also installing new GSM equipment that will continue to support voice service but

will also sr.pport advanced data sewices. RCC also may have to overbuild its existing areas witr

more cell towers in order to provide better E-911 locational information. Requiring a recurring

report on fund usage will keep RCC better focused on geographic signal expansion.

Third, beginning in 2005, the Support and Construction Report should include an

additional section describing the actual extent of RCC's geographic coverage.l3a As

recommended by the Department, this should be based on a compilation of the percentage of

Vennont B9l I addresses, by LEC wire center axea or by municipality, in which RCC is capable

of providing service at the time the report is prepared.l3 5

Fourth, beginning in 2005, the Support and Construction Report should include a new

section rcporting on RCC's experience offering non-standard measurcs to extend service to

customers in Vermont ("service extending measures").I36 This report should describe the

number and location ofpeople in RCC's Vermont service territory who have rcquested service

extending measures, the nature of the measures tried, the number of times that such measures

were successful in providing reliable service.l3T

RCC asks for reconsideration of the Board's previous instnrctions regarding the Support

134. Ifthis condition is adopted, the Department recommends that the Docket 5918 cover4ge sampling

requirefients be superceded, as RCC and the Board would have a reliable means ofevaluating cov€rag€ without the

on -s i t e  samp l i ng .  See ! i 4 . l . l o fDocke t59 l8 ,Orde ro f1 l / 14103 .  Lackeyp f . a t lS .

135. We also concur with the Depsrtrnent that the coverage sampling and reporting requiied by palagraph 4 1.( l)

in the Docket 59t8 Order of I l/14/03 should be displaced and th€ new recommend.tion srbstidted for both rural

and non-ruml areas.

136. The Department recommend€d that lfiis information be collected atrd retaircd, but not that it be reported

regularly. Rather, the DPS anticipated reviewing thc information as a part ofpreparing for any redesigmtion

proceedings. T.. 8/3/04 at 82 (Frankel).

137. The Department believes this will assist in an evaluation of how effective RCC'S proc€durcs are in

responditrg to requests for service. Flaokel pf. at l l - 12
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and Construction Report. In Docket 59 1 8, construction spending explicitly excluded

expenditures to comply with existing E-91 I obligations and expenditures to comply with number

portability rcquirements, The Hearing Officer's reasoning was that expenditures made primarily

to comply with existing obligations and expenditwes "arise from sources of law unrelated to

rmiversal service.{I38 The Board affirmed, holding that:

expenses incuned as a result of compliance with existing federal and state

mandatgs unrelated to universal service, such as E-911 or LNP

implementation, are properly excluded from capital construction spending

supported by universal service funds.l39

RCC has sought reconsideration ofthe treatment of its E-911 expendinres. First, RCC

argues that it has "dernonstrated its capability and commitment to extend this sewice throughout

its proposed ETC service area.ul4O Second, RCC argues that no similar limitations apply to

incumbent LECs, and they may have spent federal support, in part, to support E-91 I activities.lal

RCC's fundamental legal analysis is accurate. Federal support must be used "only for the

provisiorq maintenance, and upgrading offacilities and services for which the support is

Infsnded.n la2 Those purposes include constructing and operating facilities used to provide the

nine supported services to existing customers. There is no federal requirement that federal

universal sewice support be limited solely to geographic expansion of existing service. The

incumbent LECs, for example, are under no such obligation, and they are free to use federal

support to maintain and operate existing facilities. It would be error to hold that federal law

requires RCC to expend all univertal service receipts solely for geographic enpansion.

At the same time, whether designation is in the public interest is a central issue in this

docket. We concluded above that designation is in the public interest largely because

incremental federal revenues will allow RCC to extend geographic coverage into the state's rural

138. Docket No. 5918, Order of I l/14103 at 36.
139.  Docket  No.5918,  O ldero f  I  l /14103 o t48 .
140.  RCC Br ie fa t  l0 - l  l .
I4l . See tr.8/3/04 at 105 (Nishi).

142. See 47 U.S.C. $ 254(e).
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areas. lf RCC frles a construction report, but that repod fails to differentiate between a new

urban cell tower that improves E-91 I accuracy and a new rural cell tower that expands coverage,

a principal advantage ofdesignation could be dissipated.

RCC also maintains that FCC accuracy requirements create incentives for a rural wirrless

carrier to deploy new cell towers near existing towers (typically found in lower-cost and more

urbanized areas) to improve accurary. Conversely, building new towers in rural areas to extend

service, although it is consist€nt with universal-service goals, can reduce E-911 accuracy.l a3 To

offset this incentive, RCC recommends that the capital spending reports be allowed to include

expenditures for E-911 equipment. Unfortunately, the facts cut against RCC's position. Ifthere

are new incentives for RCC to spend universal service on things other than network expansiorq

nral only increases the need to protect network expansion funds-

The DPS has suggested adding anesr' element to the Support and Construction Report

based on actual coverage data. A results-based reporting system can propedy reduce reliance on

financial reporting systems, which are based on inputs, not outputs. This E-9l l spording dispute

illustrates the difficulties in input-based analysis.

We clarifu our earlier position and recognize that federal universal service support may be

used to maintain and operate existing equipment, as well as to meet other foderal mandates,

including E-911 accuracy. More broadly, we reconsider and withdraw the equation stated in

Docket 5918 that RCC has a burden to demonstrate that its construction spending is greater than

or equal to the sum of its original construction spending plus its network expansion spending.

The parties' arguments regarding E-91 I funding have convinoed me that precise compliance with

this equation creates more problems than it solves.

We refrain here from attempting to explain to RCC what it must show in 2005 to have its

designation extended. Of course, the same two fundamental facts will still be in issue: federal

support; and construction spending. But the analysis should take into account a large number of

facton, many ofwhich cannot be adequately predicted today. The conditions set out in

Attachment A reflect this chanse.

141. Tt.8l1/04 ,t  2l-22 (Wood).
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XIV. CoNCr.ustoN

Based on the preceding findings and discussion, RCC will provide the services that are

supported by the federal universal service support mechanisms, on a nondiscriminatory basis,

using its own facilities or a combination of its own facilities and resale ofanother canier's

services, and it will advertise the availability of such services. Designating RCC as an ETC is in

the public interest RCC has adequate financial resources to serve the aea, that it has the ability

to remain functional in emergencies, and that it is likely to meet the state's consumer protection

requirements. RCC's service area should be the entirc state of Vermont. The desigration should

sunset at the end of2005, and be renewable.

The designation should be subject to the conditions described in Appendix A, which are

necessary to protect the public interest

XV. ORpER

Ir Is HsnBsv OnoERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Public Service Board ofthe

State of Vermont that:

l. The Board hereby designates RCC as an ETC under 47 U.S.C. $ 214(e), with a

Service Area covering the entire state, including areas served by rural telephone companies.

2. Before October 1, 2004, the Board will certifi to the Federal Communications

Commission that RCC complies with $ 214(e) and is eligible for federal universal service

support in 2005.

3 . Designation expires December 3 I , 2005 .

4. Designation is subject to the conditions described in Attachment A.

5, This Board retains continuing jurisdiction to review, modi$, or revoke its designation

ofRCC as an ETC or to alter or amend the service area in all manners allowed to it under state

and federal law, which may include dividing the service territory. This jurisdiction may be

exercised on petition or at the discretion of the Board, in circumstances including but not limited

to FCC alteration of the list of requirements for ETCs. The Board also reserves tle right to alter

service areas, including by dividing them or assigning to a rural carier a service area other than
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6. RedesiCnation.

poge 62

a. On or before October 1, 2005, RCC may file with the Board, with a copy to the

Department, a certification stating that it wishes to extend its designation beyond

December 3 I , 2005 . The certifrcation shall also:

( I ) state that RCC continues to satisfy all of the requirements set forth in

federal law for designation as an ETC (the 'ETC Requirements"), including

47 C.F.R. $ 54.101(a) as it may be amended from time to time;

(2) include detailed evidence regarding the scope of RCC's effective

coverage. RCC shall provide a compilation ofthe percentage of Vermont E-911

addresses, by LEC wire center area or by municipality, in which RCC is capable

ofproviding service at the time the repod is prepared

b. On or before November 15,2005, any party to this proceedinglaa may object,

stating that RCC does not continue to satisfy one or more ofthe ETC Requirements or

has failed to comply with a condition of this Order ("Notice ofObjection").

c. Ifno Notice ofObjection is filed, the Board shall issue a new designation

Order extending the designation for an additional period

d. If a Notice of Objoction is filed, the Board shall give RCC an opporhrnity for

hearing. RCC will have the burden of demonstrating that it continues to satisff the

applicable ETC Requirements listed in the Notice of Objection. If it carries that burderl

the Board may then renew the contested designation for an additional period.

e, During the pendency of any proceedings under this paragraph, the current

designation shall be extended without further notice or order.

7. Non-Compliance. The DPS or the Board may at any time provide to RCC a written

Notice of Possible Non-Compliance relating to one or more of the ETC Requirements. In that

event, RCC shall within 30 dap certify in writing to the Board, and deliver a copy to the DPS,

144. The Hearing Officer had previously offered th€ right to object onlyto the DPS. We agree with the ITCS that

they, too, should be allowed to demonsffate noncoInpliance in future proceedings.
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that it continues to salisry each ofthe ETC Requirements identifed in the Notice ofPossible

Non{ompliance ("Claim of Continued Compliance"). The Board may revoke RCC's

designation as an ETC or order such other remedies as the Board deems appropriate ifeither of

the following occurs:

a. RCC fails to file a Claim of Continued Compliance; or

b. The Board determines, after opportunity for hearing that R.CC has not

demonstrated that it continues to satisfy each of the ETC Requirements identified in the

Notice of Possible Non-Compliance.

During the pendency of any proceedings under this paragraph, the current designation Order shall

remain in effect. The DPS and RCC may at any time informally resolve or att€mpt to r€solve

compliance issues.

8. This Order is intended to restate and therefore supplant all procedures and

requirements imposed in Docket 5918.

9. Unless there are pending motions, the Clerk of the Board shall close this docket on

December 31 , 2004.
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Dated at Montpelier, Vermont, this 29'b day of Seotember . 2004.

slN{ichael H. Dworkin )
) Pusrlc SnRvtcP
)

Boeno
)

s/John D. Burke
) or Venrraorr
)

Orrrce on rrr Cr-em

Frt.eo: Sentember 29. 2004

A'rrsst: s/Susan M. Hudson
Clerk of the Board

NorIcE To READE&9: This decisiot is subject to revision oflechnical errors, Reade6 arc requested to

notify the Clerk oJ the Board (by e-mail, telephone, or in writing) of any apparent errors, in order thal any

,teceasary correcriotts may be made. (E-mail address: Clerk@psb.state.vt.us)
Appeal of this decision to the Supreme Court of Yennont must be liled uith the Clerk of the Board within

thirty days. Appeal will not stay the efrect of this Order, obsent furlher Order by this Board or apptopriqte action

by the Supreme Court of Yernott. Motions for reconsideration or stay, if any, must be Jiled with the Cle* of the

Board l,ithin ten days ofthe date ofthis decision and order.
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1. Offerine Service. In order to eflectively offer USF-required services thrdghout Vermont:

a. For any customer whom RCC is unable to serve at the customer's Preferred

Usage Location, RCC shall continue to offer the right to cancel service with a refund

within 30 days following purchase. Refunds shall include charges that are billed in

advance, including the activation fee, the monthly access charge, and the price of the

phone (ifany), feature chages, and taxes and surcharges. Refunds shall not apply to

third-party chargos, such as per-minute roaming charges not included in the customer's

plan.

b. RCC shall inform customers at the time of sale that they can ask for service-

extending measures ifthey have a signal at their billing address or at a different address

specifred by the customer that represents the customer's home or work location

("Preferred Usage location") that is not reliably useful using standard equipmenl

c. RCC shall develop a protocol for making reasonable responses to requests for

service-extending measures. The protocol shall discuss measures to be offered to

customers, including customer-specific enhancements (such as extemal antenna kits and

more powerful telephones) and slstem enhancements (such as adjusting RCC's an@nnas,

using resale of wireline service, and constructing new facilities). The protocol may

describe the order in which various measures will be tried. Within 60 days of this Order,

RCC shall file that protocol with the DPS and the Board,

d. RCC shall design and implement a training program for its sales staffto ensure

compliance with this paragra.ph.

2. Emergency Services. Not later than September I, 2005, RCC shall request a waiver ofthe

FCC rule requiring I 00 percent accuracy coverage in Phase tr of E-9 I 1 or take other action

necessary to comply with all related FCC requirernents.

3. Blocked Calls. As necessary, RCC will use a portion of the Federal support it receives to

maintain a reasonably low frequency ofblockod calls by users ofthe services for which RCC

receives federal support. RCC shall report annually to the Board and Department beginning

February 1, 2005, for each calendar month ofthe preceding par: (a) the number ofRCC cell
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sites serving Vermont that experience call blockage rates in excess of27o during that month; (b)

the number ofRCC cell sites serving Vermont for which call blockage rates have exceeded 27o

for six or more consecutive months; and, (c) the aggegate proportircn ofblocked calls at all RCC

sites sewing Vermont at all hours duing that month. The call blockage rate will be calculated as

the total blocked call attenrpts divided by the total call atterpts made at each cell site. The call

blockage rate for each site will be based on the respective one-hour "floating busy hour" intewals

of each site, which may vary among c€ll sites. The "floating busy hour" is defined as the busiest

hour over a 24-hour p€riod. RCC shall, upon request, provide infomation on the call blockage

perfonnance ofindividual, specific cell sites to the Board or Deparnnent.l a5

4. RCC will use a portion of the Federal support it receives to reduce the ftequency of blocked

calls by users ofthe services for which RCC receives Federal support. RCC shall comply with

the call blockage conditions and metrics established in the Amended Stipulation and Board Order

from Docket 5918.

5. RCC shall report to the Board, in writing, on or before Septunber 1, 2005, and yearly

thereafter while it carries this designation, the support received and the uses for which it's high

cost support has been expended with particular dollar amounts attached to each.

6. Consumer Protection. RCC shall comply with the Board's Order in Docket 5903, Order of

7 /2/99, wit\the following modificaticrs:

a. The service quality requirements of that docket, and associated repo$ing

requirernents, do not apply to wireless carriers.

b. RCC does not publish a directory of its customers' telephone numbers. Should

RCC provide such sendces in the futurg it will conply with Docket 5903's requirements.

c. RCC will provide a 40 percent discount to persons who are deaf, speech

impaired or hearing impaired.

d. RCC will provide discounts to persons who are blind or visually impaired.

e. Docket 5903 requires that customers cannot be disconnected for nonpayment

145. The t€xt ofthis cordition was provided by the DPS in comments filed on 9/15/04 st th€ rcqu€st ofth€

Hearins Officer,
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of charges for toll and optional service. To implement this requirement, RCC will define

the "local portion" ofa customer's bill as the amount of$25,00 plus any accumulated

local airtime minutes. The $25.00 charge will be the basis for the calculation of the

amount required from a delinquent customer if the customer intends to keep his or her

basic service. RCC may restrict these customers' basic service to a plan that prohibits

roaming and toll calling. RCC may require a larger payment from a customer who insists

on a plan lhat includes roaming and toll services.

f. RCC will continue investigating the ability of its billing systems to apply

customer payments fint to the local service portion of a customels bill.

7. Deposits. RCC shall comply with the provisions of PSB Rule 3.200, "Ratepapr deposits for

gas, electric, water, telephone and cable service," with the following modificationsi

a. Deposits will be refunded on the customer's amiversary date along with

accrued interest except for customers who were disconnected and customen who

received more than three disconnect notices.

b. RCC will not require a deposit greater than two-twelfths ofaverage annual

revenue, an amount curently equal to $110.00. RCC also will reshict some customers

with poor credit ratings to a plan without toll or roaming capability, but such customen

will still be able to make toll calls with prepaid calling cards.

8. Disconnections, RCC shall comply with the provisions of PSB Rule 3.300, "Disconnection of

residential gas, electric, telephone ard water service," with the following modifications:

a. Interception of outgoing calls is the method by which this wireless carrier

"disconnects" service. Disconnection will be limited to persons who have received

disconnection notices and in accordance with the rule.

b. Because RCC will continue to provide customer service 24 hours per dan

seven days per week, it can restore service at any time. Therefore RCC is exempt from

the time of day restrictions ("disconnection window") found in Rule 3.306. When a

disconnected RCC customer calls RCC outside the disconnection window set forth in

Rule 3.300, RCC will immediately restore service without payment, and RCC will infonn

the customer of the availability ofassistance from the Department ofPublic Service in
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resolying the complaint. Service will continue at least rmtil the close ofthe next business

clay.

9. CTIA Code. RCC shall comply with the CTIA Consumer Code for Wireless Service.

a. Within 30 days of the issuance of this Order, RCC shall dwelop and submit to

the Department and Board for review and Board approval, a plan for training staff,

monitoring compliance and periodic reporting to the Board and Departrnent conceming

its compliance with the CTIA Consumer Code for Wireless Service.

b. RCC shall promptly provide at its retail outlets coverage rnaps sufrcient to

provide customers with detailed information about RCC's signal coverage.

10. Lifeline and Link-Uo. RCC shall offer a Basic Service Package to customen eligible for

Lifeline benefits.

11. E-911. By September 1,2005, RCC shall either comply with the FCC's Phase trE-911

locational accuracy requjrements or seek a waiver.

12. lgslepq€LNotices. RCC shall give subscribers the following notices in writing:

a. Annually, RCC shall noti$ subscriben that: (1) RCC's wireless-

telecommunications services do not provide coverage in some areas ofthe state; and (2)

in areas where coverage is available, subscribers may experience blockage such that calls

may not immediately be completed.

b. Annually in the first quarter of the year, RCC shall noti! subscribers of the

total amount ofUSF funds received in the previous yeal as a result of its designation as

an ETC and the appmximate per-subscriber per-month benefit that support provides.

c. Annually in January or February, RCC shall notifu subscribers about Lifeline
' 
availability and how to apply. The information shall be provided through bill stufferc.

13. Advertisine. RCC shall advertise the following:

a. RCC shall continue to advefiise the availability of its services thro€hout its

licensed service area by media of general distribution, which may include newspaper,

magazine, direct mailings, public exhibits and displays, bill insefts, and telephone-

directory advertising.

b. RCC shall continue to advertise the availability oflifeline and Link-up
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benefits by including mention ofsuch benefits in its advertising and by reaching out to

community health, welfare and employment offices.

14. Studies and Records. RCC shall:

a. Compile and update periodically an analysis of its geographic coverage,

including the percentage of Vermont E-91 I addresses, by LEC wire center area or by

municipality, in which RCC is capable of providing service. This requirement supercedes

the coverage sampling and reporting requirement imposed in Docket 5918. If R.CC is

unable to obtain information tom the Verrnont Enhanced 91 I prqgrdn, it shall utilize its

own household data and other public data sources. RCC shall make a compliance filing

within 60 days of the date of this Order describing how it intends to comply with this

condition.

b. Within 30 days ofthe issuance ofthis Order, RCC shall develop and

implemgnt a system to track the number of consumers who inquire about sewice-

extending options, the number of customers who request such equipment, and the number

oftimes the company provides or installs such equipment. Such information shall be

retained for a period not less than five laars from the service request date.

15. Support and Construction Reports. To facilitate the annual cedifications required under

section 254(e) ofthe Act, each )€ar on or before September l, RCC shall file a Support and

Construction Report.

a. The report shall state and explain whether support has been and will continue

to be used only for tlte provision, maintenance, and upgrading of frcilities and services

for which the support is intended.

b. The report shall summarize all federal univenal service support received

between July 1 ofthe preceding year and June 30 ofthe cunent year.

c. The report shall identify the principal purposes of major capital expenditures

made between July I ofthe preceding year and June 30 ofthe cunent par, ard shall

particularly explain: the extent to which those expendituies were in response to

independent FCC obligations, including number portability requirements and E-911

accuracy requirements; and whether the expenditure facilitated enhanced high-speed data
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services in existing service areas. The report shall also describe the location, by town, of

any new call towers or rcpeaters.

d. The report shall also describe RCC's efforts to reduce call blockage and

improve service overall.

e. This report should describe the number and location ofpeople in RCC's

Vermont service territory who have requested service-extending measures, and for each

person the nature ofthe measures tried and the number of times that such measures were

successful in providing reliable service.

f The report shall also describe the percentage ofE-9l l addresses, by Vermont

LEC wire center area or by municipality, in which RCC is capable of providing sewice.

g. Until RCC has fully complied with the FCC's E-91 I Phase II locational

requirernents, the report shall also describe the outlook for fully implementing those

requirements.

16, Subsequent Rules. The preceding conditions may be modified by subsequent adopted and

generally applicable administrative rule.


